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Abstract
The inclusion of students with special needs is considered a hallmark of human rights policies
and practices in many education systems throughout Canada and the world. However, the
question of how to successfully enact such policies and practices in the face of human resource
challenges, limited budgets, and other competing interests presents many challenges for
policymakers and educators. This organizational improvement plan (OIP) aims to address this
challenge as lived in District School Board X (DSBX). Many organizational challenges have
created a dynamic where most students with significant special needs are segregated in selfcontained classrooms focused on life-skills, even though numerous students can be successful in
regular classrooms with adequate support. Many of these students do not develop the social and
academic skills required to earn a secondary school diploma, while their disability may not be
considered severe enough to secure a disability pension. This OIP will apply both a critical
disability theory (CDT) and transformative leadership lens to this problem of practice (PoP) in
showing stakeholders how the current paradigm marginalizes students with special needs. It will
explore how shifting from a medical model of disability to a social model of disability will create
an organizational dynamic focused on making regular classrooms more accommodating for
students with special needs to reduce the reliance on self-contained classrooms. Through a pilot
school approach, this OIP also outlines a change implementation plan focused on reducing the
need for self-contained classrooms through an accountable process to increase integration and
inclusion.
Keywords: integration, inclusion, self-contained classrooms, critical disability theory,
transformative leadership, social model of disability
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Executive Summary
The right of all children to learn in an inclusive educational environment is considered a
foundational aspect of human rights and educational policy (Human Rights Code, 1990; Ontario
Ministry of Education, 2009b; United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, 1989).
However, practically enacting such policies presents challenges for stakeholders in the education
sector who must navigate meeting the needs of all students while addressing human resource
challenges, fiscal restraints, and other competing interests. This organizational improvement plan
(OIP) examines this tension in District School Board X (DSX), a mid-sized, mixed urban-rural
K-12 English-language school board in the province of Ontario. Resulting from numerous
challenges faced by the organization, students with significant special needs (i.e., autism
spectrum disorder, intellectual disabilities) are segregated in self-contained classrooms focused
on life-skills instruction. With year-over-year increases in these classes, this paradigm has led to
ever increasing numbers of students being placed in self-contained classrooms (DSBX, 2018a;
DSBX, 2019b; DSBX, 2020; DSBX, 2021c). Over time, many of these students do not develop
the academic and social skills required to earn a secondary school diploma. This occurs despite
the fact many of these students demonstrate average cognitive ability to succeed in a regular
classroom, alongside their peers, assuming the proper supports are in place. In addressing this
problem of practice (PoP), the goal of this OIP is to utilize a pilot school approach to
demonstrate a renewed vision of integration and inclusion for DSBX, where students from selfcontained classrooms participate in regular classroom instruction to improve both their academic
and social skills.
Chapter 1 outlines the organizational context of DSBX. It reviews the mission and vision
of the organization, as well as its governance structure and organizational roles related to this
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PoP. From an organizational theory standpoint, chapter 1 explores DSBX’s mechanist and
organic structures (Gitman et al., 2018) and the need to develop what Belle (2016) labels a
“learning organization” (p. 332). The chapter also situates the PoP within various legal and
human rights structures at the macro (national/transnational), meso (provincial), and micro
(school/school board) levels. In outlining my leadership position and lens, chapter 1 examines
my agency within DSBX and the change process, as well as my positionality, identity, and
personal voice situated in the radical humanist (Burrell & Morgan, 1979) and critical theory
traditions (Capper, 2019). My theoretical and practical approach to leadership within situational
leadership theory (Hersey et al., 2013) is also examined within the chapter, particularly related to
the idea that leadership must be highly adaptive to the context and needs of followers. In
defining the PoP, chapter 1 outlines the gaps between policies and research which promote
integration and inclusion of students with special needs and the lived experience of DSBX, in
addition to the historical context and organizational frameworks that drive this PoP. Framing the
PoP within critical disability theory (CDT) is essential to the OIP in redefining the challenges of
integration and inclusion for organizational stakeholders as a social justice issue. The gap
between the present organizational state and the envisioned state within the chapter helps to
inform guiding questions, revealing specific change priorities and change drivers within the
organization required to bring about a leadership vision for change. The chapter concludes by
examining the organization’s readiness for such change.
Chapter 2 examines the key relationship between a social justice orientation informed by
transformative leadership and how this connects to CDT, promoting personal agency among
change agents, and components of situational leadership theory from chapter 1. The chapter also
investigates the change path model (CPM) (Deszca et al., 2020) as a change process framework,
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while Nadler and Tushman’s organizational congruence model (Nadler & Tushman, 1980) is
applied to critically analyze the organization as a preamble to the change implementation plan.
Based on the critical organizational analysis, chapter 2 discusses three possible solutions to the
PoP, settling on one solution which is the basis for chapter 3. Ethics, equity, and social justice in
organizational change is also a focus of chapter 2. “Normalizing assumptions” (Slee, 2006, p.
224) and concepts of otherness are explored through the lens of systemic barriers and
decolonization, while a multidimensional ethical framework (Starratt, 2012) examines this PoP
through the ethics of care, justice, and critique.
Chapter 3 outlines a change implementation plan aimed at shifting DSBX from an
organization seated in a medical model of disability to a social model of disability. This shift
provides the intellectual stimulation to encourage stakeholders to question systematic barriers to
integration and inclusion in regular classrooms as a prerequisite to greater organizational change.
Through a pilot school approach, this OIP demonstrates to readers that greater integration and
inclusion is a possibility for DSBX, with the goal of institutionalizing the change in other schools
throughout the district. As part of the monitoring and evaluation plan, pre/post-tests, plan-dostudy-act (PDSA) cycles, and design thinking are used hone the overall change implementation
plan to the unique needs of the pilot school, while the four phase communication plan model
(Deszca et al., 2020) is used to support the communication plan for change. In acknowledging
the importance of knowledge transfer, this OIP utilizes a modified conduit model (Bolisani &
Scarso, 2000; Hislop, 2002; Shannon & Weaver, 1949) in creating a knowledge mobilization
plan. The chapter concludes by examining both future positive considerations and challenges
related to this OIP.
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Definitions
Inclusion: Characterizes “the actual merging of special education and regular education with the
belief that all children are different, will learn differently, and should have access to the same
curriculum. Students with disabilities are not expected to adjust to a fixed education structure.
Rather the structure is adjusted so that everyone’s learning styles can be met. Barriers to learning
are removed to allow each student to participate fully in the curriculum and feel equally valued”
(Bridgeway Education, 2021, para. 3).
Integration: Describes a classroom “setting where students with disabilities learn alongside
peers without disabilities. Extra supports may be implemented to help them adapt to the regular
curriculum, and sometimes separate special education programs are in place within the
classroom or through pull-out services” (Bridgeway Education, 2021, para 2).
Least Restrictive Environment: The notion of “mandating that students with disabilities be
educated, to the maximum extent possible, alongside the general student population” (Cramer,
2015, p. 1).
More Restrictive Environment: The opposite notion of the least restrictive environment, where
students are educated in segregated settings such as an alternative resource program, a selfcontained classroom, or institutionalized setting.
Regular Classroom: Denotes a traditional classroom where students of similar age and/or
ability are grouped together to receive instruction from a teacher through a prescribed
curriculum. Also described in the literature as general education classrooms.
Self-Contained Classroom: Details “a classroom, where a special education teacher is
responsible for the instruction of all academic subjects. The classroom is typically separated
from general education classrooms but within a neighborhood school…Student-to-teacher ratios
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in self-contained classrooms are usually smaller than in general education classrooms and other
less restrictive special education placements such as resource classrooms. Children who are
placed in self-contained classrooms often have multiple, intensive support needs and require a
comprehensive and highly structured educational and/or behavioral program.” (Spencer, 2013,
para. 1).
Universal Design for Learning: Defined as “an enduring approach that originates from the
belief that the broad range of human ability is ordinary, not special. Universal design
accommodates people with disabilities, older people, children, and others who are non-average,
in a way that benefits all users” (OWP/P Architects, VS Furniture, & Bruce Mau Design, 2010,
as cited in Ontario Ministry of Education, 2013b, p. 13).
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Chapter 1: Introduction & Problem
Inclusive education is a hallmark of educational policy in the province of Ontario
(Ontario Ministry of Education [OMOE], 2009b). Stemming from the Education Amendment Act
(1980), equity and inclusivity for students with special needs is a mandatory component of
publicly funded education. The right of these children to receive such education in the least
restrictive environment, where students with special needs are educated alongside their nondisabled peers to the maximum extent possible, is also enshrined within the Ontario Human
Rights Code (1980) (Bost, 2015). Despite these legal frameworks, inclusive education in Ontario
remains an area fraught with issues and contention (Guenot & Jaber, 2022). The purpose of this
Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP) is to apply a critical disability theory (CDT) and
transformative leadership lens to the challenge of increased growth of self-contained classrooms
in District School Board X (DSBX). Considering this, chapter 1 outlines DSBX’s organizational
context, my leadership position and lens, the leadership problem of practice (PoP), the theoretical
frameworks surrounding the PoP, guiding questions emerging from the PoP, a leadershipfocused vision for change, and examines the organization’s readiness-for-change.
Organizational Context
DSBX is a mid-sized, mixed urban-rural K-12 English-language school board serving
approximately 6000 students in a large geographical region within the province of Ontario. As
part of DSBX’s multi-year Strategic Plan (2018b), the mission of the school board includes
forming an environment of creativity and passion for learning to support students in maximizing
their potential. Additionally, the mission and vision are supported by three priorities of equity,
culture, and innovation. Finally, the district’s priorities include putting the needs of learners first,
excellence, inspiring and promoting learning, open and transparent communication, equitable
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practices, respectful learning and working environments, utilizing the leadership skills of the
entire community, and strong stewardship of public education (DSBX, 2018b).
Governance Structure
Like all publicly funded school boards in Ontario, the governance structure of DSBX is
headed by an elected board of trustees who appoints a director of education to oversee daily
operations of the school board (Ontario Public School Board Association, 2018). Assisting the
director in this process is administrative council, a senior administration body composed of three
academic superintendents, one human resource superintendent, and one business superintendent
(DSBX, 2021b). Each member of administrative council oversees various portfolios and
departments within the school board, with each academic superintendent administering a family
of schools within DSBX’s three regions (DSBX, 2021a).
Directed by an academic superintendent whose portfolio includes acting as
superintendent of special education, the board-level special education team oversees the special
education needs of students throughout DSBX (see Appendix A). Answering to the
superintendent of special education, the district special education administrator leads the special
education team, comprised of regional district special education resource teachers (DSERTs) and
behaviour and autism consultants (BACs). At the school-level, it is the role of school
administration, including principals and vice-principals, to supervise the application of special
education services. Assisting school administration in this role is the school team, comprised of
the school special education resource teacher (SERT) and classroom teachers whose students
have been identified as having special education needs. Part of the school team’s role is the
formal identification of students with special education needs and their classroom placement, in
consultations with the special education team (DSBX, 2021c).
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From an organizational perspective as a DSERT, I work closely with the superintendent
of special education and members of the special education team by supporting schools in
delivering special education services throughout DSBX. As a close-knit group of like-minded
individuals dedicated to integration, inclusion, and student well-being, our goal is to aid schools
through ongoing professional development, consultation services, and in-class support. This
work puts me in daily contact with various school teams as a mentor and trusted colleague,
situating me in a position to play a role in how special education services are delivered and the
development of related policies as part of the special education team. Rensch (2022) discusses
how such mentoring relationships based in trust “correspond to high levels of performance in
both teacher and student learning” (p. 1). This is especially poignant given research
demonstrating the positive benefits of instructional coaching in creating inclusive educational
environments (Bennett et al., 2021; Olsen, 2017; The Alberta Teachers’ Association, 2016)
Organizational Theory Lens
From an organizational theory standpoint, DSBX’s organizational structure can be
characterized as both mechanist and organic (Gitman et al., 2018). On one hand, mechanist
organizational structures are “are characterized by a rigid hierarchy; high levels of formalization;
a heavy reliance on rules, policies, and procedures; vertical specialization; centralized decision
making; downward communication flows; and narrowly defined tasks” (Lunenburg, 2012, p. 1).
On the other hand, organic organizational structures are defined by “behavior that is governed by
a shared set of values and goals rather than instructions and rules by overlapping responsibilities,
less specialization, and greater generalization among positions” (Dickson et al., as cited in
Jewczyn, 2010, p. 3). As a large public organization, DSBX depends on a mechanist
organizational structure to provide long-term stability through policy governance and a defined
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hierarchy. However, a mechanist organizational structure has the disadvantage of limited
adaptability to novel situations or new initiatives, and the high level of centralization and
hierarchy promotes a siloed approach between various elements within the organization.
Within this mechanist framework exists isolated organic organizational structures,
including board-level elements such as the special education team and curriculum team, as well
as school teams that serve students at the local level. This flexibility allows for more responsive
approaches to collaboration and problem solving within the unique nature of each school
community. However, given the siloed approach within DSBX resulting from the primacy of a
mechanist organizational structure, the organization has failed to maximize on what Belle (2016)
calls “organizational learning” (p. 332). According to Belle, organizational learning occurs when
governance structures allow for a democratization of participation and knowledge-making that
leads to desired organizational change. Deep organizational learning occurs when leaders within
an organization create the conditions for collaboration between organizational members toward a
desirable goal. While DSBX’s multi-year Strategic Plan (2018) does provide a vision of
organizational learning, it is not the lived experience of the organization.
Legal Frameworks Related to the Problem of Practice
As described in Appendix A, there are several legislative and legal mandates that impact
the governance of DSBX, both at the system and school level. From a macro perspective, the
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (1982), the Ontario Human Rights Code (1990), and
international treaties such as the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989)
place a significant emphasis on the rights of all children to receive publicly funded schooling
free of discrimination and prejudice.
From a meso or provincial standpoint, the regulations within the Education Act (1990)
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play a substantial role in the organization of the school system including those specific to special
education. Additionally, program/policy memoranda issued by the ministry of education provide
further direction related to the operation of schools within the province (OMOE, 2021c). Other
policy documents, such as Ontario Schools, Kindergarten to Grade 12 (2016) also guide school
boards regarding processes and procedures in the education system.
At the micro or school-level, the Identification, Placement, and Review Committee
(IPRC) plays a major role in this PoP. Through this process, the school team meets with
parents/guardians and stakeholders to review documentation and other evidence related to a
child’s special education needs (OMOE, 2021d). Out of this process, a student may be formally
identified under five categories of exceptionality, including behaviour, communication (autism,
deaf and hard of hearing, language impairment, speech impairment, learning disability),
intellectual (giftedness, mild intellectual disability, developmental disability), physical (physical
disability, blind and low vision), and multiple (multiple exceptionalities) (OMOE, 2017c).
Subsequently, students may be placed in one of five settings, including a regular classroom with
indirect support, resource assistance, or withdrawal assistance; a special education classroom
with partial integration; or a full-time special education classroom (OMOE, 2021d).
Other Organizational Considerations
Like all school boards in Ontario, DSBX receives the bulk of its public funding through a
per pupil amount from the provincial government, along with other grants targeted toward
various initiatives (OMOE, 2021a; People for Education, 2021). While the goal of this funding is
to provide school boards with the flexibility to pursue differentiated budgeting approaches to
meet local needs, the vast geography and sparse population of DSBX creates significant financial
strain. Compounding this are human resource challenges experienced by DSBX as it attempts to
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staff schools within the confines of various collective agreements, particularly in rural areas
where access to qualified employees is problematic. From a special education perspective, the
impact of both financial and human resource limitations is an ongoing concern as DSBX must
strike a balance between resources available and their obligation to serve exceptional students
with the most beneficial environment for their learning and well-being. While DSBX engages in
a service agreements with multiple community-based agencies to offer specialized services that
elevate human resource pressures (i.e., physio therapy), there are often significant waitlists for
these services (OMOE, 2009a).
Leadership Position and Lens
As Homes (2020) and Rowe (2014) discuss, the positionality of researchers is key in
locating the work of scholar-practitioners in both the current literature and the social world in
which we inhabit. This acknowledges the significant impact that our ontological and
epistemological beliefs have on shaping our worldview, and in turn, our values, ethics, and how
we approach problems of practice. This section will identify my agency and role in the change
process, as well as my positionality, personal voice, and theoretical approach to leadership.
Leadership Agency and Role in the Change Process
Through my role as a DSERT on the board-level special education team, my agency
involves assisting with interpreting ministry of education mandates that shape special education
policy and practices in DSBX (DSBX, 2021c). While the superintendent of special education
develops school board policy and related procedures in consultation with administrative council,
prior to presentation to the board of trustees, decisions are generally crafted within the special
education team. This is done through monthly and impromptu special education team meetings,
where all members of the special education team meet to discuss various topics. While not
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residing in a formal leadership position, I have a significant role in shaping policy and the
supporting procedures and practices in schools.
Within the special education team, there is substantial latitude for members to freely
speak their voice. While final decisions rest with the superintendent and the district special
education administrator, the regional DSERTs are consistently consulted as they bridge the gap
between the reality in schools and potential system-level decisions (often mechanistic) that
impact the wider school board. In understanding both the board-level context and school-level
contexts, the DSERTs have the deepest appreciation for the needs of schools and how these can
be best aligned with board-level resources. This means that DSERTs play a significant role in
resource allocation, budget considerations, and planning from year-to-year throughout DSBX.
My role in the change process is also informed by my past experience as a regular
classroom teacher, a self-contained classroom teacher, and as a SERT at the elementary school
level. These three roles have given me an in-depth appreciation for the challenges that serving
students with special needs can have on staff. In working as a regular classroom teacher, many of
my students were identified with special needs, requiring individual education plans (IEPs) to
ensure that proper accommodations and modifications were in place to build student success.
Working as a teacher in a self-contained classroom and as a SERT presented comparable
challenges. These positions provided the opportunity to work with students with significant
learning challenges in self-contained classrooms, through small group withdrawal from regular
classrooms, and acting as a consultant for teachers. The advantage of these various roles is that I
have the credibility to lead with special education teachers and administrators throughout DSBX,
a critical consideration in building effective relationships for instructional leadership and
coaching required to address this PoP (Boyd et al., 2021; DeWitt, 2020; Cale et al., 2015).
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Positionality, Identity, and Personal Voice
In considering my own positionality, identity, and personal voice, the four paradigms for
the analysis of social theory by Burrell and Morgan (1979) provides an excellent departure point.
As outlined in Appendix B, I strongly identify with radical humanism. With its focus on
oppression, marginalization, emancipation, and fundamental organizational change, radical
humanism speaks to my belief that subjective reality creates social conditions that potentially
limit human potential. As Burrell and Morgan state, radical humanism “is a brand of social
theorizing designed to provide a critique of the status quo” (p. 32). This belief also aligns me
within the critical theory tradition. As Capper (2019) discusses, critical theory “focus[es] on
power, inequities, oppression, and marginalization” (p. 68) which differentiates it from
structuralist and interpretivist paradigms that focus on regulation as opposed to radical change.
In adopting this positionality, I believe it is essential for change agents to consider the
role that subjective reality plays in creating and maintaining organizational environments that
dominate marginalized groups or individuals. It is also vital for change agents to expose and upend these subjective realities in creating a new paradigm for the organization that frees groups
and individuals from oppression. In this context, organizational change centers on the need move
from notions of progressive reform to policies that emancipate students from the current social
reality that limits their potential. That said, I also acknowledge that the radical aspects of my
positionality, identity, and voice must be balanced with the history and conservative nature of the
organization I serve, as well as the democratic principles of dialogue and incremental change that
serve long-term organizational stability.
Theoretical Approach to Leadership
In line with the Ontario Leadership Framework (2013), I believe that the role of
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educational leaders is to “influence…organizational members and other stakeholders toward the
identification and achievement of the organization’s vision and goals” (p. 5). As stated in the
Student Achievement and School Board Governance Act (2009), such vision and goals must be
directed toward “provid[ing] students with the opportunity to realize their potential and develop
into highly skilled, knowledgeable, caring citizens who contribute to their society” (as cited in
OMOE, 2017b, p. 5). Ultimately, leadership in education is about aligning resources in
classrooms, schools, and at the system level, as well as in the larger community, to meets the
needs of all students.
My theoretical approach to leadership acknowledges that the way in which leaders
achieve an organization’s vision and goals is highly context dependent. As Maner (2016) states,
being an effective leader means “switching back and forth between…approaches depending on
the task…and…organizational culture” (para. 5). Yukl and Mahsud (2010) also note that
“flexible…leadership is becoming more important for most managers and administrators as the
pace of change affecting organizations increases” (p. 81). With this in mind, my personal
approach to leadership theory is based in the principles of situational leadership, where the
leadership strategies required are driven by the nature of the situation (Hersey et al., 2013).
Northhouse (2022) describes situational leadership as “focus[ing] on leadership in
situations…from this perspective, effective leadership requires that people adapt their style to the
demands of different situations” (p. 109).
As shown in Appendix C, situational leadership places supportive and directive
leadership behaviours on two separate axes. Depending on the degree that these two types of
leadership behaviours are applied, as rated from low to high, four separate leadership styles—
delegating, supporting, coaching, directing—can be further delineated (Kruze, 2019). In other
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words, the leadership style in a particular situational context is dependent on the degree of
supportive or directive behaviour required by the leader. In addition to the leadership styles, a
developmental continuum corresponding to the quadrants in the leadership styles ranks the
degree of follower competence and commitment from developing (low competence, high
commitment) to developed (high competence, high commitment).
Overall, this theoretical approach to leadership fulfills my fundamental belief that “for
leaders to be effective, it is essential that they determine where followers are…and adapt their
leadership styles to directly match their followers’ development level” (Northhouse, 2022, p.
113; also see Hersey et al., 2013; Kruze, 2019). This idea bolsters the notion that all educators
are at different points of professional capacity and that leaders must be responsive to this reality
in bringing about effective organizational change. The success of situational leadership relies on
matching the leadership style of the leader with the placement of followers on a developmental
curriculum at any given time (Kruse, 2019). Failing to acknowledge this can lead to a state where
leaders are disconnected from the type of leadership required for successful reform, potentially
leading to resistance and stagnation of a change initiative within an organization (Burke, 2018;
Deszca et al., 2020; Lewis, 2019).
Relating My Agency, Positionality, and Theoretical Approach to Leadership
When reflecting on my agency, positionality, and theoretical approach to leadership,
distinct connections can be made. Radical humanism concerns itself with alleviating factors that
impede human progress for marginalized and oppressed individuals and groups through
empowerment and voice (Burrell & Morgan, 1979). Situational leadership acknowledges that all
followers inhabit different abilities, skillsets, stances, and beliefs (Hersey et al., 2013; Kruze,
2019). From a radical humanist perspective, the role of the leader is to embolden change agents,
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stakeholders, and followers to embrace a call for fundamental change. Situational leadership
provides this space by allowing leaders to address followers at their place within the
developmental continuum, including their readiness for change (Mujtaba & Sungkhawan, 2009;
Mulyana et al., 2022). In other words, while some change agents and followers may adhere to a
radical humanist perspective toward integration and inclusion, others may be more accepting of
the status quo. A situational leadership stance accepts this tension, allowing leaders to utilize
differing leadership styles to inspire change, move change initiatives forward, and address those
resistant to change (Aksu, 2012; Lou et al., 2016). Within my level of agency as a DSERT and
member of the special education team, I believe I can apply the four situational leadership styles
as part of this OIP to fundamentally alter beliefs and institutional practices in DSBX toward
greater integration and inclusion within a radical humanist framework.
Leadership Problem of Practice
A key component of understanding a PoP is comprehending the underling components
prior to engaging with potential solutions (Western University, 2016). Failure to do so “can lead
to well-meaning solutions that do not address the issues, and in some cases, may exacerbate it or
cause additional problems or complications” (p. 1). Thus, the purpose of this section is present a
PoP statement that is guided by gaps between policy and lived experience in DSBX.
Gaps between Policy and Lived Experience
In relation to this PoP, integration is understood as students with special needs learning
with peers in regular classrooms through access to alternate programming, additional supports, or
withdrawal services. Inclusion embraces the belief that every child has the right to participate in
regular classrooms, and includes the notion that teaching, learning, and the classroom in general
should be designed to support all students (Bridgeway Education, 2021; Harman, 2016). While
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integration specifically emphasizes supporting students with special needs in regular classrooms,
inclusion focusses on supporting all students through a universal design for learning that accepts
that all human ability exists on a wide spectrum of ability (OMOE, 2013b).
That said, the present circumstance in DSBX can be described as what Green (2017)
labels the “illusion of inclusion,” with students’ experiencing limited opportunities for
meaningful integration and inclusion (p. 376). These limited opportunities are driven by internal
and external factors that force the organization to deviate from its obligation to place students in
the least restrictive environment through a focus on “foundational support, early identification,
targeted prevention, and intervention” (DSBX, 2021c, p. 4). The present circumstance also
departs from DSBX’s vision of “empowering all learners to achieve personal excellence,” as one
can argue that an overreliance on self-contained classrooms to address the learning of students
with special needs acts to limit their personal excellence both socially and academically (DSBX,
2018b). This is especially poignant considering the research showing that more time in a regular
classroom placement for exceptional students leads to an increase in reading and mathematics
achievement (Cole et al., 2021; Gee et al., 2020; Hehir, 2016).
The current structure of self-contained classrooms for exceptional students also neglects
provincial equity and human rights policy that calls for integration and inclusion in classrooms
throughout the province. As discussed in Ontario’s Equity and Inclusive Education Strategy
(2009b), the ministry of education recognizes that students with special needs “have complex
and unique educational needs,” but also endorses a vision built on inclusive environments for all
learners (pp. 14-15). By diverting from ministry of education and board policy supporting
integration and inclusion, and in breaking from research showing the positive impacts of
integration and inclusion, DSBX’s proliferation of self-contained classrooms to meet
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organizational challenges limits future possibilities for students with special needs.
Problem of Practice
A long-standing challenge in DSBX is the integration and inclusion of students with
significant special education needs from self-contained classrooms into regular classrooms to
promote both socialization and academic achievement. Self-contained classrooms continue to
multiply in response to entrenched practices, deficit mindsets, capacity gaps, and limited
stakeholder voice, as well as additional fiduciary and human resource challenges (DSBX, 2018a;
DSBX, 2019b; DSBX, 2020; DSBX, 2021c). As a result, students with specific exceptionalities
are segregated into self-contained classrooms focused on life-skills, despite cognitive assessment
demonstrating that many have similar learning potential to non-disabled peers in regular
classrooms. This segregation highlights significant issues of inequity that marginalize and
oppress students with special needs that underlie this PoP (Capper, 2019; Hall, 2019; Schalk,
2017). As Causton-Theoharis et al. (2011) argue, self-contained classrooms often fail to deliver
on their promise, particularly in providing access to generalized curriculum in an individualized
manner (pp. 70-71). Despite creating a sense of belonging for students with special needs, crucial
opportunities for meaningful integration and inclusion to build social skills and support academic
achievement for exceptional students are limited. Many students exit the secondary school
system without a diploma, hindering their employability, while their diagnosis may not qualify
them for a disability pension. It is the role of the board-level special education team to aid
schools in building capacity and supporting students with special needs. Therefore, this PoP
addresses the need bridge the gap between provincial equity and human rights policy supporting
meaningful integration and inclusion of students with special needs and the current paradigm in
DSBX (OMOE, 2009b).

14
Framing the Problem of Practice
It is essential to consider the historical development of self-contained classroom
programming in DSBX, as well as the organizational frameworks that have guided the process,
in framing this PoP. Using a political, economic, social, technological, environmental, and legal
(PESTEL) analysis will further aid in this task by examining wider environmental factors. This
will set the stage in understanding why a critical approach, based in social justice, is necessary in
addressing this PoP aligned with my radical humanist worldview.
Historical Overview of the Problem of Practice
As a response to various organizational challenges, DSBX has experienced yearly
increases in full-time special education classes (i.e., self-contained classrooms). Between the
2017-2018 and 2020-2021 school years, there has been an increasing number of full-time
equivalent teachers for self-contained classrooms, representing a nearly 20 percent increase in
teacher staffing across the district for these classrooms (DSBX, 2018a; DSBX 2021). This
growth is related to difficulties integrating and including students with special needs, specifically
those with autism spectrum disorder and various intellectual disabilities. In an effort to reduce
costs for staffing by congregating students with special needs in self-contained classrooms,
decrease hiring challenges in rural areas, address a lack of teacher capacity to support students
with special needs in regular classrooms, and a perception by most families and community
partners that self-contained classrooms are the best option for specific children, full-time selfcontained classrooms continue to proliferate. In most cases, students are placed in self-contained
classrooms focused on life-skills development, with parent/guardian consent, due to apparent
behavioural challenges and the long-standing belief that these students cannot be successful in
regular classrooms. However, this significantly diminishes opportunities to develop social skills
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or age-appropriate academic skills (McDonnell & Hunt, 2014; Ryndak et al., 2012).
A review of the literature demonstrates a wealth of research showing a relationship
between time spent in regular classrooms and greater social and academic progress for students
with disabilities (Cole et al., 2021; Cosier et al., 2013; de Bruin, 2020; Dessemontet et al., 2012;
Hehir, 2016; Gee et al., 2020; Kefallinou et al., 2020; Mansouri et al., 2022; Oh-Young & Filler,
2015; Ryndak et al., 2010). Some scholars point to inclusion as a dismantling of special
education services (Kauffman & Badar, 2014; Slee, 2011), the belief that students with severe
needs require a segregated setting (Waldron & McLeskey, 1998) and the negative impact
inclusion has on non-disabled peers (Gilmour, 2018; Gottfried, 2014). While some of these
arguments are valid, it is important to note that inclusion is not so much a dismantling of special
education services as it is a reimagining of how students are served more equitably in the school
environment. In certain cases, it can be well argued that more segregated environments are
required for a limited number of students who are medically fragile or volatile, but this is
certainly not the case for the majority (Canadian Council on Learning, 2009). Related to the
impact of inclusion on non-disabled students, Gilmour (2018) concedes that much of the research
is correlational as opposed to causational. It also stands against a growing body of research
demonstrating the positive impact that inclusive classrooms have on disabled and non-disabled
students alike (Dessemontet & Bless, 2013; Grzegorz et al., 2017; Roldan et al., 2021).
Key Organizational Frameworks Related to the Problem of Practice
Specific to special education, DSBX relies on two primary frameworks, namely the
modified cascade model of special education programs and services, as well as a medical model
of disability, in determining both placement and programming for students with special needs.
The Cascade Model of Special Education
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Originating in the works of Reynolds (1962) and Deno (1970), the cascade model of
special education is built on the notion that students with special needs should be placed in the
least restrictive environment, only moving to more restrictive environments when necessary (i.e.,
self-contained classroom, institutionalized setting). In modifying Deno’s cascade model, DSBX
has adopted the added element of returning students from more restrictive environments to less
restrictive environments as quickly as possible (see Appendix D). In theory there is flexibility in
a student’s placement dependent on the needs of the child at any given moment. That said, it is
important to note that while DSBX does have a process for changing student placement based on
a new diagnosis, change in needs, parental request, the inability of a student to access or benefit
from a program, and student growth beyond the provision of the program, there is no
accountability mechanism or standard in place to monitor integration and inclusion beyond
anecdotal judgment of the school team and requests from families and other stakeholders
(DSBX, 2021c, p. 30). In my experience as a member of the special education team, it is very
rare for students in DSBX to move between placements in regular classrooms and self-contained
classrooms, despite the ability to do so.
The Medical Model of Disability
As a method of accountability in determining student placement within the modified
cascade model, DSBX is heavily reliant on reports from medical practitioners, psychologists, and
other clinicians. Known as the medical model of disability, this framework focusses on
assessment, diagnosis, and intervention, with “the disability…located in the individual, and
efforts…pursued to eliminate the defect and get rid of the disability” (Devlin & Pothier, 2006, p.
10; also see Heydon & Iannacci, 2008; Iannacci, 2018). As shown in Appendix E, the medical
model can be contrasted with the social model of disability, which focuses on how the “disabling
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world” impacts individuals through environmental, organizational, communication, and
attitudinal barriers (NeuroDiverCity, n.d.). In practice and in my own experience, the medical
model of disability is deficit-based, focusing on what the student cannot do, as opposed to the
social model of disability which is asset-based, focusing more on what students can do. This
distinction is important; while deficit-based approaches may indicate key areas of
accommodation required for learning, asset-based approaches focus more on student strengths as
the basis for creating more equitable learning environments.
Theoretically Framing the Problem of Practice within a Political, Economic, Social,
Technological, Environmental, Legal (PESTEL) Analysis
Aligned with my radical humanist positionality, a critical disability theory (CDT) lens
theoretically frames this PoP. According to Hall (2019), “the task of critical disability theory is
to analyze disability as a cultural, historical, relative, and social phenomenon” (para. 1). CDT is
an activist and emancipatory framework, and approaches disability as a form of oppression,
integrating concepts of power and politics, liberal notions of progress, and normative discourses
that devalue, pathologize, and oppress those with disabilities (Hoskings, 2009; Minch, 2016). It
also examines disability as a social construct, “thereby understanding that the reality of disability
is created through perception” (Olsen & Pilson, 2022, p. 15).
A PESTEL analysis provides the opportunity to examine the factors impacting this PoP
through a CDT lens (Kunc, 2018; Yuksel, 2012). As Appendix F shows, many elements limit
integration and inclusion in DSBX despite the adoption of a cascade model of special education
aligned with provincial equity policy. From a political and legal perspective, there is a broad
mandate supportive of integration and inclusion of students in the least restrictive environment
(DSBX, 2021c; OMOE, 2009b). However, from an economic perspective, substantial challenges
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with staffing and professional learning given finite funding, competing interests for limited
resources, and the expansive geography of DSBX, hinders integration and inclusion. Despite a
general dedication to student well-being amongst stakeholders, social barriers include deficitbased mindsets and resistance to change given the common conception among educators,
families, and stakeholders alike that integration and inclusion equates to a reduction in services
for students. From a technological and environmental standpoint, limited mechanisms to track
and account for integration and inclusion within the student information system (SIS) remains
problematic, as well as the supposed inability of educators to offer academic opportunities in
self-contained classrooms, or the ability to offer specialized services in regular classrooms.
In using a CDT lens to interrogate the PESTEL analysis, it becomes clearer how the
present paradigm in DSBX oppresses students with special needs. While the political and legal
elements enshrine the rights of students to learn in an inclusive setting, it fails to address the
issue of a medical model of disability that promotes a sense of otherness and a dichotomy
between abled/disabled students (Hall, 2019; Schalk, 2017). The economic factors, upheld by
these political and legal frameworks, act to further support the present paradigm. The social
perspective, which drives both technological and environmental factors, is also a significant
element maintaining the present paradigm. While there is a general dedication to student wellbeing amongst stakeholders, deficit mindsets, resistance to change, and stakeholder apathy
neglects to question dynamics where the environment, attitudes, and organizational barriers are
the focus of reform (Wasserman et al., 2016; Yuill, 2010). CDT provides the space to interrogate
these barriers by promoting a social model of disability where questions of environment,
attitudes, and organizational barriers are front and center. It also provides a scaffolding to begin
framing integration and inclusion as a social justice issue in need of redress.

19
Critical Disability Theory and Social Justice
From a social justice perspective, CDT’s focus on oppression, marginalization, and
emancipation means that it has the potential to promote a more just society for those with
disabilities. As stated by Minich (2016), CDT involves “scrutiny of normative ideologies [that]
should occur not for its own sake but with the goal of producing knowledge in support of justice
for people with stigmatized bodies and minds” (as cited in Hall, 2019, para. 2). CDT concerns
itself not only with understanding the conditions that limit those with disabilities but liberating
them through discourses that depathologize students and promote a social model of disability
inclusive all of learners. CDT also calls adherents to deconstruct and decolonize the societal
barriers that promote an ableist narrative that inherently creates a divide between those who are
disabled and those who are not (Hall, 2019, para. 16).
Guiding Questions Emerging from the Problem of Practice
In posing guiding questions emerging from the PoP, the scholar-practitioner can pinpoint
specific inquiries directed at a vision of change and potential solutions. As Creswell and
Creswell (2018) note, research questions create a focal point, not only for the individual or group
producing research, but for the reader as well. Guiding questions also provide an avenue to direct
focus on specific components of the organization with an eye toward change readiness. As such,
the following guiding questions tease out specific inquires related to the PoP that will further
frame a leadership-focused vision for change and provide a springboard for potential solutions
related to the PoP discussed in Chapter 2.


How can educator attitudes be shifted to a mindset where all students are valued and
welcomed in regular classrooms?



How can all stakeholders become activists for integration and inclusion into regular
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classrooms?


What staffing, professional learning, and structures need to be considered, developed, and
instituted in order to facilitate integration and inclusion?



What accountability measures are required in order to monitor and evaluate integration
and inclusion?
In reflecting on the first guiding question, previous discussion points to significant

challenges with educator mindset in maintaining institutional practices related to the placement
of students in self-contained classrooms. However, this experience is not only held within the
organization, but speaks to a wider anxiety amongst teachers (Fuchs, 2009-2010) impacted by
limited pre-service teacher education regarding integration and inclusion (Goddard & Evans,
2018; Stites et al., 2018).
The second guiding question involves creating an activist outlook, which relates to a
theoretical framework based in CDT that examines the organizational status quo. Many
stakeholders and potential change agents believe the present paradigm within DSBX represents
an innovative solution for students with special needs. However, this does not account for the
long-term, potentially negative, impacts that placement in a self-contained classroom has on
social interaction, knowledge and skills acquisition, and graduation from high school
(McDonnell & Hunt, 2014; Ryndak et al., 2012).
In looking to reform the organization to better support integration and inclusion of
students from self-contained classrooms, the third guiding question explores how the strategy of
the organization is developed and employed. As Burke (2018) discusses, “strategy is the process
of determining how the organization’s resources are best used within the environment for
optimal organizational functioning” (p. 212). Deszca et al. (2020) also reminds us that “when
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there is a gap between what leaders say their strategy is and what they do…, one needs to pay
close attention to the strategy in use” (p. 73). Therefore, this guiding question allows space to
investigate the divergence between lived practices in DSBX and provincial equity policy with a
focus on aligning strategies and resources toward a renewed vision of integration and inclusion.
The final guiding question addresses the limited measures to monitor and evaluate
integration and inclusion in DSBX. Accountability is critical in driving any change
implementation plan and will be particularly important as part of the change monitoring section
in Chapter 3. It can be stated that a lack of data concerning integration and inclusion has impeded
stakeholders from realizing the impact of self-contained classroom placement on students with
special needs. Through focusing on accountability, DSBX will be able to monitor integration and
inclusion and be better positioned to align organizational strategy and resources to support it.
Leadership-Focused Vision for Change
The leadership-focused vision for change within DSBX involves an approach to special
education aligned with the organization’s modified cascade model of special education and
provincial equity policy promoting integration and inclusion (DSBX, 2021c; OMOE, 2009b).
This approach acknowledges the importance of placing students in the least restrictive
environment as the policy gold standard (Bennett et al., 2008), but also recognizes that some
students may experience more success in separate settings depending on the severity or
complexity of their needs (Canadian Council on Learning, 2009). The primary challenge for
DSBX is creating school environments where all students have opportunities to learning within
regular classrooms. Rather than viewing self-contained classroom placements for exceptional
students as the first and only option, professional development and adequate resources should
provide greater opportunities for social and academic learning within regular classrooms.
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The envisioned future state of DSBX also involves a social model of disability supportive
of integration and inclusion. Devlin & Pothier (2006) and Rocco (2005) assert that the current
medical model is built on liberal notions of progress for disabled individuals through the
guarantee of individual rights through equal opportunity. This model of disability diagnoses or
‘labels’ individuals with specific exceptionalities, entitling them to services to address their
disability. This positions disability as something wrong within the individual that must be
ameliorated through intervention and treatment. However, this paradigm fails to account for the
increasing number of children being placed in self-contained classrooms and the inequity of
long-term outcomes this creates for students with special needs. It also neglects to address the
disproportionate number of students from racialized or marginalized groups that are placed in
more restrictive classroom environments (National Council on Disability, 2018).
As Lalvani (2015) reports, the “interpretation of labels” (p. 384) and related stigmas
within the medical model also encourages teachers to lower expectations for exceptional
students, believing that students with certain exceptionalities cannot succeed in regular
classrooms. This is further promoted by the IPRC process which places students in selfcontained classrooms primarily based on diagnoses and recommendations from clinical
professionals. However, the association with diagnosing children, lowering expectations, and
placement in increasingly restrictive environments makes self-contained classrooms more of a
life sentence as opposed to an opportunity to develop skills for social and academic inclusion. As
the experience of DSBX shows, the proliferation of self-contained classrooms calls for a model
of disability focused less on individual “disabilities” as opposed to the social barriers hindering
regular classroom placements and the inherent abilities of exceptional students. It is in focusing
on these social barrier—environment, attitudes, organization—that a social model of disability
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has the potential to promote greater integration and inclusion in DSBX.
Gaps between the Present Organizational State and the Envisioned State
In further understanding the gaps between the present and envisioned state of DSBX, a
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats (SWOT) analysis is a useful tool in aligning the
elements of the PESTEL analysis to better understand organizational change priorities (Kenton,
2021; Schooley, 2019). As outlined in Figure 1, DSBX has several strengths and opportunities to
address this PoP, including a firm legal mandate supportive of integration and inclusion, as well
as a strong moral imperative to well-being and positive student outcomes. As a relatively small
school board, this collective sense of dedication is a powerful element as organizational decisionmakers are not far removed from the daily life of students in classrooms. This means that change
agents are better positioned to work with decision-makers to provide timely alignment between
change objective and organizational resources.
These strengths and opportunities are overshadowed by weaknesses and threats that limit
the organization’s ability to fulfill school board and provincial policy targeted at promoting
integration and inclusion. Deficit mindsets framed in a medical model of disability, along with
sense of acceptance toward the importance of integration and inclusion for social and academic
growth, represents a significant weakness amongst stakeholders. Limited accountability
measures to monitor integration and inclusion also represents organizational weakness, as does
the inability to offer specialized services for students with special needs in regular classrooms.
While the above weaknesses can be addressed through changes in attitude or the implementation
of monitoring mechanisms, the threats identified in the SWOT will require the intervention of
crucial change agents. These threats relate to resource allocation, professional learning, and
staffing costs that involve decisions at the senior administration level. Therefore, considering key
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change drivers will be essential in mitigating these threats as this PoP represents one of many
completing interests for limited resources in DSBX.
Figure 1
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats (SWOT) Analysis
Strengths
-DSBX policies
-Provincial equity and inclusivity policy
-Human rights principles and policies
-Legal Frameworks supportive of integration and
inclusion (i.e., Charter of Rights and Freedoms,
Human Rights Code, etc.)

Weaknesses
-Deficit mindsets
-Stakeholder apathy toward change
-Limited methods to monitor long-term impact of
student placement
-Limited accountability mechanisms for
integration and inclusion
-Limited opportunity for academic and social
enrichment in self-contained classrooms
-Limited ability to offer specialized services in
regular classrooms
Opportunities
Threats
-General dedication to student well-being amongst -Competing interests for limited resources
stakeholders
-Budgetary constraints
-Limited funding for professional
learning/staffing
-Staffing challenges in rural areas
-Geography
-Resistance to change (i.e., parents/families)
Note. Adapted from What Is gap analysis? 4 steps and examples to use, Lucidchart, 2021,
https://www.lucidchart.com/blog/what-is-gap-analysis

Change Priorities
From an organizational standpoint, there are four overarching change priorities in
lessening DSBX’s reliance on self-contained classrooms. The first involves reducing the number
of students that enter self-contained classrooms at the very beginning of their schooling. Often,
families of students with specific disabilities approach DSBX believing that a self-contained
classroom is the best option for their child as they require significant support, or they are
encouraged by community support agencies to seek admission to such programs. In line with the
medical model of disability, the argument suggests that with enough early intervention in a small
group setting, children will better develop the social and academic skills required for later
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integration and inclusion into regular classrooms. Unfortunately, the diverse needs in these
classes and the ongoing challenges for support staff (i.e., behaviour management, toileting)
means that the programming is focused almost entirely on general life skills as opposed to the
skills required to support integration and inclusion.
The second change priority focusses on creating a pathway for students presently in selfcontained classrooms to maximize their time in regular classrooms and increase the quality of
that experience for students. There is an interest amongst staff to integrate or fully include
students from self-contained classrooms into regular classrooms, but there is little leadership or
encouragement to do so. When integration or inclusion does occur, it is usually at the insistence
of a parent/guardian, and typically involves integration into subjects that are perceived as less
challenging academically such as physical education or visual arts. This level of integration is
often token at best, and is generally limited by available educational assistant (EA) support,
scheduling conflicts between self-contained classrooms and regular classrooms, and limited
planning and oversight from busy school administrators or school board personnel.
The third change priority involves building educator capacity to deliver programming in
both self-contained classrooms and regular classrooms. Teachers in self-contained classrooms
are often forced to deliver wide-ranged programming given the diverse needs of students, which
has decreased their capacity to deliver individualized programming to promote skills directed
toward integration and inclusion. Similarly, teachers in regular classrooms are resistant to
integration and inclusion as they feel they do not have the support or capacity to teach students
with specific exceptionalities (Fuchs, 2009-2010). In addressing both concerns, professional
learning will have a significant impact on addressing these issues of greater inclusion.
The final change priority involves the creation of an accountability process to monitor
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integration and inclusion, both globally at the organizational level throughout DSBX and within
each school supporting self-contained classrooms. Other than knowing what students are
enrolled in self-contained classrooms and their placement (part-time vs. full-time), the level of
integration and inclusion is not monitored at the board-level. Likewise, while schools are highly
encouraged to integrate or include students in regular classroom settings, there is no formal
mechanism to plan, monitor, or evaluate a student’s level of integration or inclusion. These two
facts create a situation where it is not only difficult to at the board-level to justify additional
resources to support integration and inclusion, but also develop a baseline at the school-level on
which to build sustained integration and inclusion of students.
Leadership-Focused Vision for Change, Social Justice, and Key Change Drivers
While “treated as neutral and apolitical by [many] schools, teachers, scholars, and
administrators”, Padia and Traxler (2020) assert that special education is inherently a social
justice issue as it “is fraught with inequality and loaded language, and can function to segregate
and disempower students” (p. 1). They also point to the political nature of special education, with
its focus on statutes, access to services, and resource allocation as inherently making it a social
justice concern, while acknowledging the political actions stakeholders may inadvertently take as
a form of privilege and oppression toward those with disabilities (Kelly, 2012; Sewell, 2016).
Other authors point to human rights implications and systemic barriers in identifying special
education as a social justice issue (Lindsay, 2003; Slee, 2006; Wedell, 2005).
Despite well-meaning efforts to address inequality and social justice in schools, Gorski
(2019) identifies the notion of equity detours as “creat[ing] an illusion of progress toward equity,
while cementing, or even exacerbating inequity” (p. 57). Such equity detours include failing to
directly confront social justice issues, blaming external cultures for faults within the school
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culture, clinging to deficit ideologies, and celebrating diversity while disregarding entrenched
injustices. According to Gorski and Swalwell (2015), addressing these equity detours involves
engaging in equity literacy, or the ability to recognize, respond to, address, and sustain equity
initiatives (Gorski, 2016; Moulton, 2020; Swalwell, 2011). From the perspective of a leadershipfocused vision for change committed to equity literacy, Carter and Abawi (2018) remind us that
“school leadership for inclusion involves making hard decisions…it is a complex and
multifaceted act requiring consciously targeted effort, advocacy, and particular ways of leading”
(p. 1). Flores and Bagwell (2021) also state that sustaining equity initiatives means “engaging in
a leadership stance that puts issues of race, class, gender, disabilities and other marginalized
conditions” (p. 31) at the center of school culture. Simply put, leadership for social justice
requires a deep commitment to avoiding equity detours through equity literacy, while placing
social justice at the center of school reform.
In recognizing a social justice driven vision for change, there are several key change
drivers at both the board and school levels that must be considered. At the board-level, the most
significant change driver is the superintendent of special education. In their role of crafting
special education policy for DSBX, the superintendent is the central powerbroker in determining
special education services. Through advocating to the special education advisory committee
(SEAC), as well as administrative council and the board of trustees, the superintendent has the
political capital to seek the support required for a renewed vision of self-contained classroom
programming in DSBX. Through the superintendent’s advocacy, the board-level special
education team acts as another key change driver as they support schools in brining special
education policy alive in schools across the district.
From a school-based perspective, school administration and the school team are key
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change drivers. As Bennett et al. (2009) and Fullan (2014) discuss, the principal is a significant
player in setting culture and accountability practices in schools. Their ability to enact a renewed
vision for self-contained classrooms in DSBX will be necessary in leading the school team, as
they work in concert with the board-level special education team, in developing processes to
build school capacity and understanding to support greater integration and inclusion within
schools. Teachers, regardless of assignment, will also be essential change drivers in promoting a
social justice orientation toward increased integration and inclusion. As Li and Ruppar (2020)
state, “teachers are considered the most important agent affecting the development of educational
policy, implementing policy inside their classroom, and directly changing learning conditions for
students” (p. 42). While many teachers are supportive of an inclusive framework, many feel they
do not have the professional capacity or resources to support integration and inclusion (Kozleski
et al., 2009). This is why it is critically important to support all stakeholders in this change
process through ongoing equity literacy and anti-oppression education to understand the needs of
exceptional students and how they can be supported in regular classrooms.
Organizational Change Readiness
Creating a need for change in an organization is contingent upon leaders presenting a
vision and a rationale detailing why the present state no longer serves the organization (Deszca et
al., 2020). For this PoP, CDT presents a theoretical lens to construct a vision and rationale for
change. This lens allows change agents to demonstrate how the present medical model of
disability and long-standing institutional practices promote segregating students with specific
exceptionalities contrary to organizational and provincial policy. It also provides an advocatory
framework to not only promote greater integration and inclusion of students, but also a greater
sense of social justice throughout the entire organization for all marginalized groups.
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Another key element of change is determining organizational change readiness. As
Deszca et al. (2020) states, “by considering what is promoting or inhibiting change readiness,
change agents can take action to enhance change readiness—a change task in and of itself” (p.
113). Weiner (2009) further cautions that “failure to establish sufficient readiness accounts for
one-half of all unsuccessful, large-scale organizational change efforts” (p. 2).
In determining the level of an organization’s change readiness, Deszca et al. (2020)
outline their readiness-for-change questionnaire (see Appendix G). This tool is based on six key
readiness dimensions that rates the organization’s previous change experience, executive
support, credible leadership and change champions, openness to change, rewards for change, and
measures for change and accountability. As summarized in Figure 2, DSBX is an organization
with limited change experience. While there is evidence of positive change within the
organization, a sense of cynicism exists as change is often seen as another fleeting fad to be
avoided (Paul & Elder, 2007). There is a moderate degree of support for change from senior
administration, especially considering that a major pillar of the multiyear strategic plan relates to
innovation within the organization. This is bolstered by credible leadership and change
champions among executive leadership toward addressing this PoP. What is less clear from an
executive standpoint is the priority of integration and inclusion as senior leaders contend with
demands on its limited resources to address competing needs throughout the school board. The
capacity for change does exist within DSBX but is paralyzed by a deep-seated organizational
culture that promotes self-contained classrooms and long-standing beliefs that regular classrooms
cannot serve the needs of students with specific exceptionalities. There is little reward for
promoting integration and inclusion in the organization. The perception persists that this is not in
the best interest of students who are much better served in a small classroom setting. As for
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measuring change and accountability, DSBX does adhere to general ministry of education
accountability regimes such as board improvement planning, financial reporting, and
standardized testing, but there is no evaluation regarding integration and inclusion of students in
self-contained classrooms in any official capacity.
Figure 2
Readiness-for-Change Questionnaire (Summary)
Readiness Dimension
Previous Change Experience
Executive Support
Credible Leadership and Change Champions
Openness to Change
Rewards for Change
Measures for Change and Accountability
Total Score

Readiness Score
0
2
8
1
-2
2
11

Note. Total score <10 means that organizational readiness for change is low and that the organization is
not ready for change or that change will be difficult.
Adapted from Organizational Change: An action-oriented toolkit (4th ed., p. 113-115), by G. Deszca, C.
Ingols, & T.F. Cawsey, 2020, Sage. Copyright 2020.

When considering the readiness-for-change questionnaire, a strong readiness score in the
credible leadership and change champions dimension aligns with key change drivers, especially
related to the role of the superintendent of special education as a major change agent. This role is
especially important as this can help bolster executive support given the role of the
superintendent in working with other members of administrative council in moving initiatives
forward in DSBX. The more difficult aspects of change indicated in the readiness-for-change
questionnaire relate to low readiness scores in openness to change, rewards for change, and
measures for change and accountability. Understanding this information will be particularly
important, especially in crafting a change implementation plan to address these specific areas as
part of chapter 3.
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While the readiness-for-change questionnaire’s total score is only slightly above the
threshold where the organization is not ready for change, or change will be difficult,
understanding the forces for change and the forces against change can further refine important
areas of consideration for change implementation planning. Another helpful tool in this process
is a force-field analysis (Deszca et al., 2020; Lewin, 1951; Thomas, 1985). As detailed in Figure
3, a force-field analysis provides a visual that allows change agents to consider the internal and
external forces for change maintaining the present state. It also allows change agents to consider
the degree of impact that specific forces for and against change have in this process, as indicated
by the length of arrow (longer arrows indicated greater impact).
Figure 3
Force-Field Analysis
Forces for Change

Forces against Change

Internal

Organizational structure/culture

Organizational strategic plan

Internal

Capacity gaps
Limited resources

Organizational special education board plan

Limited accountability

External

External
Legal statutes and human rights principles

Legal liability

Stakeholder expectations

Present State

Desired State

Note. Adapted from “Force-field analysis: A new way to evaluate your strategy,” by J. Thomas, 1985,
Journal of Long Range Planning, 18(6), p. 54.
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In examining the forces for change supporting greater integration and inclusion of
students with special needs, legal statutes and human rights principles remain an essential
consideration as previously discussed. While adherence to the statutes and principles is open to
interpretation and driven by available resources, they do provide a solid foundation supportive of
integration and inclusion. The organizational strategic plan, with its vision of “empowering all
learners to achieve personal excellence,” and its three pillars of equity, culture, and innovation,
also provide key points to support change agents in pushing the organization to a desired state
(DSBX, 2018b). These key points are also reinforced by the organizational special education
board plan through its adoption of a modified cascade model of special education supports and
services that promotes placing students in the least restrictive environment (DSBX, 2021c).
Legal liability is also a force for change, as there is growing concern in the organization that
students in self-contained classrooms are leaving high school without the credentials or skills
required for employment, yet their disability is not considered serious enough for a disability
pension.
The largest force against change is DSBX’s predominantly mechanist organizational
structure and an engrained culture that is unsupportive of integration and inclusion. As
mentioned, DSBX’s organizational structure is like other large public organizations, which by
their nature are driven by policy, hierarchy, and centralized decision-making. Within this
structure there are increasingly organic organizational structures (departments, teams) closer to
the work of the organization that are more adaptive to contexts in schools. A consequence of the
mechanist nature of the organization, at the senior leadership level, is a siloed approach to
leadership that hinders cooperation between the more organic elements of DSBX. This means
that departments such as curriculum or special education typically work in isolation, which is
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reflected in how the organization approaches professional learning. As a result, regular
classroom teachers do not typically receive much needed training in special education, furthering
a district culture where students with special needs are perceived as the responsibility of the
school SERT or self-contained classroom teacher.
Limited resources and stakeholder expectations, as well as a lack of accountability, also
play as forces against change. Both limited funding for EAs, in addition to staffing challenges in
rural areas, promotes the congregation of students with special needs in self-contained
classrooms. Feeding into this is stakeholder expectation from parent/guardians, community
support agencies, regular classroom teachers, etc. who see self-contained classrooms as an
innovative solution for students with special needs to receive instruction in a small environment
with access to specialized services. While this is a valid point, it neglects that fact that students
are often placed in self-contained classrooms simply for lack of EAs or teacher capacity gaps in
regular classrooms. It also ignores research findings indicating that instruction in self-contained
classrooms is not always beneficial for student with special needs from a long-term perspective,
and that many of the specialized services relegated to self-contained classrooms could be adapted
for regular classrooms (Causton-Theoharris et al., 2011; Vaughn et al., 1998). Further impacting
this is limited accountability measures, at both the school and board-levels, examining the longterm impact of limited integration and inclusion of students in self-contained classrooms.
Considering the increase of self-contained classrooms in DSBX, this lack of accountability is
worrisome as it perpetuates this PoP. While members of the special education team acknowledge
the problem, limited accountability makes it difficult, amongst other competing interests in the
organization, to demonstrate to stakeholders that a paradigm shift is required within the
organization.
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Conclusion
The purpose of chapter 1 was to summarize DSBX’s context and my positionality related
to the proliferation of self-contained classrooms as a response internal and external challenges on
the organization. Through developing a PoP and framing it within a historical overview,
organizational analysis tools, and a theoretical framework, guiding questions and a leadershipfocused vision for change has emerged to address the PoP. A significant part of this vision for
change will be shifting organizational mindsets from a medical model of disability to a social
model of disability, as well as creating a foundation to facilitate greater integration and inclusion
for students within the organization. Chapter 2 will further examine the challenge of selfcontained classrooms in DSBX with the goal establishing a planning and development
framework to address the PoP.
Chapter 2: Planning & Development
Change can deeply impact whole organizations, creating a sense of unease and
apprehension (University of Washington, n.d.). Understanding the why of any change initiative is
critical in avoiding resistance to change and in building a foundation for success (Sinek, 2009a;
Sinek, 2009b). An important aspect of this is identifying key theoretical and change frameworks
that underpin and support the reasons for change, while also applying a model for critical
organizational analysis to identify possible solutions to address problems of practice. Such
solutions must also consider ethical and social justice considerations of both individuals within
the organization and the overall organization. As such, chapter 2 outlines my leadership
approach to change situated within transformative and situational leadership, the application of
the change path model (CPM) (Deszca et al., 2020) as a change process framework, Nadler and
Tushman’s organizational congruence model (Nadler and Tushman, 1980) as the basis for a
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critical organizational analysis, a discussion of potential solutions for my PoP, and examines
concerns related to leadership ethics, equity, decolonization, and social justice as part of a
multidimensional ethical framework (Starratt, 2012).
Leadership Approaches to Change
Considering my leadership positionality in situational leadership and my adopted lens of
CDT, I have determined that transformative leadership theory is the best fit for planning and
leading change. As Shields (2011) states, “transformative leadership begins with questions of
justice and democracy; it critiques inequitable practices and offers the promise not only of
greater individual achievement but of a better life lived in common with others” (p. 2).
Stemming from the transformational leadership work of Burns (1978), as well as critical
approaches to educational leadership (Freire, 1970), transformative leadership calls upon leaders
to analyze and interrogate the status quo to pursue equitable outcomes for marginalized
individuals and groups. According to Shields (2011), there are seven underlying principles to
transformative leadership, including:


acknowledging power and privilege;



articulating both individual and collective purposes;



deconstructing social-cultural knowledge frameworks that generate inequity and
reconstructing them;



balancing critique and promise;



effecting deep and equitable change;



working towards transformation: liberation, emancipation, democracy, equity and
excellence, and;



demonstrating moral courage and activism (p. 2).
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Transformative leadership calls educators to “foster the academic success of all children
through engaging in moral dialogue that…supplants pathologizing silences, challenges existing
beliefs and practices, and grounds…leadership…in social justice” (Shields, 2004, p. 109; also
see Brown, 2004; Hewitt et al., 2014; Shields, 2010; Shields, 2014; Shields et al., 2018; Weiner,
2003). As Shields (2004) indicates, transformative leadership rests on two foundational tenants:
moral dialogue and strong relationships. Moral dialogue provides the space for leaders to move
from “trying to balance numerous competing demands” (p. 110) to helping stakeholders to
reevaluate the status quo to promote equity. Strong relationships also allow leaders to relate to
the lived experiences of the children they serve. In better understanding these lived experiences,
leaders can develop the moral courage to support students in overcoming “silences about such
aspects as ethnicity and social class” (p. 110) that hinder a more just society. It is through
empowering stakeholders to question the status quo, within an activist framework, that makes
transformative leadership an excellent fit for this PoP.
Transformative Leadership and Critical Disability Theory
Both transformative leadership and CDT concern themselves with the socially
constructed nature of reality (Hall, 2019; Shields, 2004). They examine how reality can
marginalize specific groups, recognizing that “educators may unknowingly, and with the best of
intentions, allocate blame for poor school performance…based on generalizations, labels, or
misguided assumptions” (Shields, 2004, p. 111). Transformative leadership and CDT are critical
and activist-oriented, tasked with uncovering oppression while promoting an equitable society.
As numerous authors discuss (Devlin & Pothier, 2006; Heydon & Iannacci, 2008;
Iannaci, 2018; Shields, 2004; Shields, 2010; Shields, 2014; Shields et al., 2018), transformative
leadership and CDT scrutinize how labels pathologize individuals, promoting deficit-based
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thinking that locates “the responsibility of school success in the lived experiences of
children…rather than in the education systems itself” (Shields, 2004, p. 112). As Swartz (1997)
points out, these notions are often “below the level of consciousness” (as cited in Shields, 2004,
p. 112) which makes them deep seated and difficult to change. Liberal notions of human rights
downplaying differences among individuals fail to recognize the experiences of marginalized
individuals and groups (Devlin & Pothier, 2006; Shields, 2004). It is through these discourses
that transformative leadership and CDT can work in tandem to question the prevalent medical
model of disability in moving my organization toward a social model of disability. Such an
approach will allow the organization to focus on the social barriers—environment, attitudes,
organization—that hinder integration and inclusion as opposed to modes of thinking that
promote segregation of exceptional students into self-contained classrooms.
Transformative Leadership and Promoting Personal Agency
While transformative leadership focusses on creating more equitable environments, it
also emphasizes the personal agency of stakeholders through an activist framework. As Shields
(2004) notes, “teachers and educational administrators must avoid the temptation of blaming the
system…such a censoring approach limits the agency of educational leaders and often prevents
us from taking responsibility for factors within our control” (p. 127). Shields further states “what
is clear is that when educators examine our attitudes and assumptions…and take responsibility
for socially just education…academic achievement improves in concert” (p. 127). Both
transformative leadership and CDT provide the opportunity for stakeholders to interrogate how
their own assumptions, beliefs, and actions contribute to the status quo. In doing so, “educators
[can] begin to overcome deficit thinking, take responsibility for student outcomes, relate to
students in positive and encouraging ways, and introduce more interactive pedagogical

38
strategies” (p. 126). Through transformative leadership, stakeholders can realize how the present
paradigm in DSBX disadvantages students with special needs, as well as their role in the process
and how they can effect equitable change.
Transformative Leadership and the Situational Leadership Model
While transformative leadership offers an approach congruent with CDT in addressing
this PoP, the leadership styles within situational leadership model—delegating, supporting,
coaching, directing—provide a practical method to support organizational change (Hersey et al.,
2013; Kruze, 2019). As detailed in Figure 4, transformative leadership and CDT uncover how
the present paradigm in DSBX limits potential for students with special needs, while the four
leadership styles of situational leadership allow leaders to adjust their approach to change
according to the needs of followers (The Center for Leadership Studies, 2021). As much as the
Figure 4
Building the Vision, Change Readiness, and Situational Leadership

accommodations and supports required by students with special needs must be individually
tailored, the same rings true for change leaders and followers as they move through change.
Leaders must be sensitive to the degree of change readiness within an organization to ensure
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proper alignment between the desired vision and the situational leadership styles required. Where
followers may have a low degree of performance readiness, leader-supported approaches such as
coaching and directing may be required. Inversely, where a high degree of performance
readiness exists amongst followers, a self-directed approach such as delegating and supporting
may be appropriate. It is also important to acknowledge that the degree of performance readiness
may vary with each follower depending on the task. A key component of the change
implementation plan in chapter 3 will be aligning desired practices with the type of leadership
style required, dependent on the task and the performance readiness level of change agents.
Before endeavoring on this process, it is essential to consider a framework for leading change.
Framework for Leading the Change Process
As Deszca et al. (2020) discuss, while knowing what to change is key to successful
organizational reform, knowing how to change is essential in leading the change process. This
requires careful consideration and planning on behalf of change leaders. Fullan (2006) reminds
us that “change theory…can be very powerful in informing education reform strategies and, in
turn, getting results—but only in the hands…of people who have a deep knowledge of the
dynamics of how the factors in question operate and get particular results” (p. 3). Upon
reviewing relevant framing theories for leading the change process, it will become evident that
the change path model (Deszca et al., 2020) is the best fit for this PoP.
Relevant Framing Theories
The inability to select an appropriate change management model is one of the main
challenges of the change implementation process (Wiggins, 2008). This speaks to the importance
of methodically selecting an appropriate framing theory that supports desired change. Deszca et
al. (2020) differentiate between change processes that are system-level, organization-level, and
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individual-level. System-level processes involve those targeted at overall structures, such as the
education system, as opposed to organization-level bodies such as a district school board (Scholl
et al., 2018). Individual-level change processes focus on how individuals instill organizational
change. Given that this PoP will implement change within an organizational framework, two
organization-level change models will be considered: the 8-step process for leading change
(Kotter, 1996) and the CPM (Deszca et al., 2020).
On one hand, the 8-step process for leading change involves progressive stages, including
establishing a sense of urgency, creating a guiding coalition, developing vision and strategy,
communicating, empowering employees, generating short-term wins, consolidating gains and
producing more change, and anchoring new approaches. As Deszca et al. (2020) and Teczke
(2017) acknowledge, Kotter’s model provides change leaders with a sequential, detailed process
to achieve organizational change. On the other hand, the CPM combines both process and
prescription through the elements of awakening, mobilization, acceleration, and
institutionalization. As Deszca (2020) notes, the phases within the CPM overlap and are
interrelated. As Table 1 demonstrates, there are many common elements between the 8-step
process for leading change and the CPM.
Table 1
Comparing Frameworks for Leading the Change Process
8-Step Process for Leading Change (Kotter, 1996)
1. Establishing a sense of urgency
2. Creating a guiding coalition
3. Developing vision and strategy
4. Communicating vision
5. Empowering employees
6. Generating short-term wins
7. Consolidating gains and producing more change
8. Anchoring new approaches

The Change Path Model

Change Path Model (Deszca et al., 2020)
1. Awakening

4.

2.

Mobilization

3.

Acceleration

Institutionalization
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In selecting a model appropriate for this PoP, it is important to make careful
considerations. Bucciarelli (2015) notes that Kotter’s model is linear, following a stage/step
process, while there is no guarantee that such a process will lead to a successful result.
Alternatively, as Deszca (2020) outlines, the phases of the CPM overlap and are interrelated,
allowing change leaders to shift between phases as required during the change process. It can be
said that compared to the prescriptive nature of Kotter’s model, the CPM provides enough
structure without overly restricting the change process. Bucciarelli also points out that while
Kotter’s model begins with establishing a sense of urgency, it does not necessarily account
enough for the need for change in an organization. While both Kotter’s model and the CPM are
similar in their opening phase, the CPM does include space to “confirm the problems or
opportunities that incite the need for change” (Deszca et al., 2020, p. 54). In motivating followers
through a sense of urgency, it is important to first confirm that sufficient need for change in an
organization exists. It is also important to state that Kotter’s model represents one framework,
while the CPM includes the culmination of several proven models for leading the change process
(Deszca et al., 2020). This makes the CPM more dynamic as it contains elements of multiple
frameworks for leading change. For these reasons, the CPM has been chosen to address this PoP.
Awakening
As Deszca et al. (2020) outline, awakening is “the stage of the process in which the need
for change is determined and the nature of the change or vision is characterized in terms others
can understand” (p. 59). It includes understanding the need for change, assessing the readiness
for change, developing a powerful vision for change, and communicating the need for change.
Using both district and school data to demonstrate how the present paradigm in DSBX limits and
oppresses students with special needs will be critical in convincing stakeholders of the need for
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change (Burke, 2018; Earl & Fullan, 2003). As discussed in chapter 1, assessing change
readiness and leveraging CDT will be key elements of the awakening process in creating a social
justice orientation in DSBX and communicating this vision through transformative leadership.
Mobilization
Mobilization includes “the identification of the distance between the desired future state
and the present state at which the system operates” (Deszca et al., 2020, p. 59). It entails making
sense of formal structures and systems through the change vision, assessing power dynamics and
building relationship to support change, the need to communicate the need for change across the
organization and manage the reaction, and leveraging organizational elements for the benefit of
the change vision and implementation. Mobilization will be an intricate process for this PoP. It
will involve strong relationships between the special education team and school-level teams, as
well as families and various stakeholders. It will be essential to consider possible points of
stakeholder resistance, as well as the importance of a firm communication plan for change as
explored in chapter 3 (Burke, 2018; Lewis, 2019).
Acceleration
Acceleration is “the stage of the process in which plans are developed for bridging the
gap between the current mode of operation and the desired future and the means by which the
transition will be managed” (Deszca et al., 2020, p. 59). It includes methodically reaching out
and empowering change agents, using appropriate strategies to support progress, and managing
transitions and celebrating achievements. A strong relationship between stakeholders through a
firm change implementation plan remains critical in this stage as new processes are adopted for
implementing integration and inclusion in DSBX. As discussed later in chapter 2, plan-do-studyact (PDSA) cycles will play a significant role in this iterative process. Amabile and Kramer
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(2011) also remind leaders that celebrating achievement through the change process is important
in maintaining momentum, again highlighting the importance of a well-developed
communication plan for change.
Institutionalization
As the final phase of the CPM, institutionalization is “the process of making change
inherent in the organizational processes…how to measure change and what measures will be
used to identify where the organization is and the level of success achieved” (Deszca et al., 2020,
p. 59). Determining accountability mechanisms to continue monitoring progress and consolidate
desired change in the organization are an important part of this process (Kotter, 1996; Stanley et
al., 2019). With the overall goal of institutionalizing a renewed process of integration and
inclusion for DSBX within a social model of disability, having data to support change initiatives
is essential. As Apollonio and Bero (2017) state, collecting data is highly “relevant to generating,
assessing and presenting policy alternatives” (p. 5).
The Change Path Model and the Critical Organisational Analysis
Having identified the CPM as the chosen framework for leading the change process, we
return to the importance of knowing both how to change and what to change (Deszca et al.,
2020). While the CPM tells change leaders how to change, it is equally important to consider
what to change. For this reason, Nadler and Tushman’s organizational congruence model (Nadler
and Tushman, 1980) will be used to perform a critical organisational analysis. Both models will
be essential in working together to provide the foundation for the change implementation plan in
chapter 3.
Critical Organizational Analysis
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In performing a critical organizational analysis, Nadler and Tushman’s organizational
congruence model (Nadler & Tushman, 1980) provides the groundwork to consider various
organizational elements and how their congruence (or incongruence) contributes to this PoP.
This process is essential in considering possible solutions to inform the change implementation
plan. It also allows change agents to begin contemplating how organizational elements can be
realigned within the CPM to create a renewed vision of integration and inclusion in DSBX.
Nadler and Tushman’s Organizational Congruence Model
As an open-system approach, Nadler and Tushman’s model enables change agents to
analyze external elements, organizational components, and how levels of potential congruence
relate to understanding change (Burke, 2018; Deszca et al., 2020; Lunenburg, 2010; Nadler &
Tushman, 1980). The model contains five key components: inputs, strategy, the transformation
process, outputs, and a feedback loop (see Figure 5). Inputs include the environmental factors,
available resources, and history/culture of the organization. By evaluating organizational inputs
and goals, a strategy can be developed to accomplish the organization’s vision and mission.
Developed with outputs in mind, strategy is an essential element as it impacts the transformation
process and how it is structured to achieve organizational outputs. The transformation process is
composed of four elements: the informal organization, which includes the organizational culture,
the formal organization, which includes the structures, processes, and policies of the
organization, the work, or the tasks undertaken to achieve the organizational mission and vision,
and the people, including those individuals charged with carrying out the work. A feedback loop
between organizational outputs and inputs demonstrates that an organization’s outputs invariably
impact the conditions under which it operates.
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According to Deszca et al. (2020), Nadler and Tushman’s model operates under four
assumptions:


that all components of the system are interrelated and interdependent as opposed to
linear cause-and effect relationships;



that the system seeks equilibrium and energy is required to instill change;



that individuals in the system have different perspectives on the system’s purpose and
function, and;



that impacts on the system should be considered through their impact on the whole
instead of the individual components of the system (p. 71).

Figure 5
The Nadler and Tushman Organizational Congruence Model

Note. Adapted from Organizational change: An action-oriented toolkit (4th ed., p. 73), by G. Daszca et al.,
2020, Sage. Copyright 2020.
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Burke (2018) also recognizes three steps of diagnosis in applying Nadler and Tushman’s
model. These include identifying the system, or knowing the components of the organization;
determining the nature of the variables, or what factors compose the system inputs and desired
outputs; and diagnosing the state of fit, or congruence between inputs, strategy, the
transformation process, and outputs. Considering these factors, change agents will better
understand the organizational elements contributing to this PoP, how an incongruence creates
inequity and oppression, and develop ways that a realignment within the CPM, informed by
transformative leadership and CDT, can promote greater integration and inclusion.
PESTEL Analysis
In analyzing DSBX’s organizational inputs, the PESTEL and SWOT analyses in chapter
1 provide a full discussion on the environmental factors impacting this PoP. In summary, DSBX
theoretically adheres to a modified cascade model of special education that encourages placing
students in least restrictive classroom environments aligned with provincial equity policy
(OMOE, 2009b). While there is a firm political, legal, and human rights foundation that supports
integration and inclusion, several factors limit DSBX’s ability to adhere to this policy. These
factors range from the financial, social, technological, and environmental, and have led to a
dynamic where students with special needs are placed in self-contained classrooms due to
pressures on the organization.
Resources
The funding of education in Ontario plays a significant factor in the delivery of special
education services (OMOE, 2017a; OMOE, 2021b). Funding provided through the grants for
student needs and the special education grant determine the bulk of budgetary resources (OMOE,
2021a). Despite significant investments in special education funding, these resources are often
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subject to competing interests in serving a diverse range of student needs, complicated by the
growing number of students across Ontario requiring special education services (Guenot, 2020;
Guenot & Jaber, 2022). This negatively impacts DSBX’s ability to deliver professional learning,
despite evidence demonstrating the critical importance of ongoing professional development for
teachers (Morgan & Bates, 2018; Parsons, 2016; Phillips, 2008). Limited professional learning
only exacerbates the fact that many teachers already feel unprepared to support students with
special needs (Crispel & Kasperski, 2021; Sokal & Sharma, 2013). Funding implications also
lead to a dynamic where students with special needs are often congregated in self-contained
classrooms due to staffing challenges, especially in rural areas throughout DSBX.
History/Culture
DSBX has a long-standing history with self-contained classrooms. Over time a culture
has developed where regular classroom teachers feel they do not have the capacity to teach
students with specific special education needs, particularly autism and other developmental
disabilities. This is reinforced by increased psychological testing to diagnose students within
DSBX, under pressure from educators, families, and community services agencies, to justify
access to limited specialized programs, services, and financial supports (DSBX, 2020). This
occurs despite the fact that the ministry of education believes that “the determining factor for the
provision of special education programs or services is not any specific diagnosed or undiagnosed
medical condition, but rather the need of the individual student based on an individual
assessment of strengths and needs” (OMOE, 2017c, p. A14). That said, the use of psychological
assessments by DSBX as a gatekeeping tool for services creates significant concerns around the
ethical use of assessments as a means of marginalization and oppression (Leong & Park, 2016;
Ontario Human Rights Commission, 2022).
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With the prevalence of a medical model of disability, IPRCs are also motivated to place
students with autism or other developmental disabilities in self-contained classrooms so that they
can learn in smaller, more supported environments without putting additional strain on regular
classrooms. Despite research demonstrating the importance of integration and inclusion for
students with disabilities for academic achievement and social development (Cole et al., 2021; de
Bruin, 2020; Gee et al., 2020), placement in self-contained classrooms typically becomes a ‘life
sentence’ for many students. This is especially problematic as parent/guardian voice is often
missing from this process (Janzen, 2017; Provincial Advocate for Youth and Children, 2019; San
Vicente, 2016). As the Learning Disabilities Association of Ontario (2016) reports, “schools
lacked transparency by not presenting parents with the full spectrum of placements and service
available to their child” or were “unable or unwilling to offer the full spectrum of programs and
services provided in their Special Education policies, either due to lack of openness or lack of
resources (p. 2).
Organizational Strategy
The real tension in DSBX is the incongruence between the organization’s strategy, which
aligns with provincial equity policy, and the daily reality in the organization. This tension is born
of the fact that the organizational strategy does not align with the organization’s inputs or how
the organization meets organizational goals through the transformation process. While DSBX
claims to follow a modified cascade model of special education that encourages integration and
inclusion, any return from a self-contained classroom to a regular classroom is token at best. This
is interesting when contrasted with other schools boards in Ontario. For example, in the Toronto
District School Board [TDSB] from 2007-2012, the number of students in self-contained classes
(excluding gifted programs) dropped with a corresponding increase in inclusive classrooms
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(Clandfield, 2014). As Guenot and Jaber (2022) write, “other school boards, such as the Durham
District School Board [DDSB] (2019), the Greater Essex County District School Board
[GECDSB] (2019), and the Thames Valley District School Board [TVDSB] (2019) share the
belief that most students with special education needs can be supported in inclusive classrooms”
(p. 49). For these school boards, it is assumed that the majority of student needs can be met in the
regular classroom with necessary supports, and that placement in a self-contained classroom is
generally temporary, time sensitive and reviewed on a yearly basis. For most students, the goal is
to transition back to a regular classroom, and informed parent/guardian collaboration is
embedded in the process (DDSB, 2022; GECDSB, 2022; TDSB, 2021; TVDSB, 2022)
It is also interesting to note that there is little institutional data that supports the
effectiveness of the current model in DSBX. The organizational strategy fails to consider the
pressures that the environment places on the organization and how this impacts the way the
transformation process is carried out. One could claim that the strategy represents an ideal that
the organization aspires to but fails to meet. Beer (2020) notes that many organizations fail to
meet their goals, not because their strategy is flawed, but because the environment and resources
are not aligned to the strategy to foster success. In the absence of a strategy that meets the
present reality, DSBX has settled on a medical model of disability that favors segregation over
integration and inclusion.
Transformation Process
The incongruence between inputs and strategy significantly impacts the transformation
process in the organization. In understanding this, change agents can revise the organizational
strategy to better inform the transformation process to create the desired outputs as part of the
change implementation process.
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Informal Organization
As a reaction to the incongruence between organizational resources, history/culture, and
provincial equity policy supporting inclusion, schools are motivated to diagnose students
perceived as problematic with autism spectrum disorder or other developmental disabilities so
that they can be placed in self-contained classrooms. This is because DSBX is very hesitant to
increase EA staffing in regular classrooms due to cost and staffing shortages. As a form of
economic oppression, this further acts to marginalize student with special needs as the resources
for integration and inclusion remain elusive in school communities (Ontario Human Rights
Commission, 2003; Peters, 2008). A culture is created where students with certain diagnoses are
bound for self-contained classrooms, with little or no consideration to making regular classroom
environments more suitable for students with special needs.
Formal Organization
The IPRC process, which is deeply influenced in DSBX by its own history/culture, is the
formal mechanism by which students are identified as exceptional and placed in specific
classroom settings. For students with autism spectrum disorder and other developmental
disabilities, this generally involves working with families to secure the most supportive
environment for their child, which often results in a self-contained classroom placement. For
students with special needs having average cognitive potential, this practice does not account for
the harmful impacts of placement in self-contained classrooms or the possibility of lower
expectations which may impact long-term success (Ballis & Heath, 2021; Canadian Council on
Learning, 2009). As identified in the PESTEL and SWOT analyses, what this fails to consider is
the lack of mechanism to promote or measure integration and inclusion in DSBX and the
longitudinal implications this can have for students. While the board-level special education
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team does assist schools in promoting integration and inclusion within the cascade model
approach, the team’s attention is often directed to ‘putting out fires’ that arise during the school
year. Coupled with limited funding to release teachers for collaboration and professional
learning, as well as a lack of leadership, integration and inclusion are often an afterthought.
Work
From the perspective of the work carried out in the organization regarding regular and
self-contained classrooms, a dynamic has evolved where teachers in either placement work in
isolation from one another. This limits opportunities for collaborating and co-teaching to bolster
inclusive classroom practices (Cook et al., 2021; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2017; Stefanidis et al.,
2018). Self-contained classroom teachers become the case manager for students placed in their
classrooms, while the school SERT works with regular classroom teachers in supporting students
with less significant exceptionalities. Part of the challenge surrounding integration and inclusion
is that limited collaboration exists between these integral members of the school team. Once a
student is placed in a self-contained classroom, they are generally separated from personnel
working in regular classrooms. The fact that students are generally placed in self-contained
classrooms on a full-time basis as opposed to part-time basis only exacerbates this tendency.
People
As time progresses and regular and self-contained classroom teachers grow more
independent of each other, so has their ability to deliver programming to meet a variety of
student needs. Regular classroom teachers have diminished ability to teach students with autism
spectrum disorder or other developmental disabilities, regardless of evidence showing these
students can thrive in regular classrooms (Beghin, 2021; Dessemontet et al., 2012; Meindl et al.,
2020). Likewise, self-contained classroom teachers have reduced knowledge and ability to
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deliver regular classroom programming, having to meet a wide range of behavioural and
academic needs. This has led to a focus on life-skills programming even though many students in
self-contained classrooms show average cognitive potential. As Causton-Theoharis et al. (2011)
argues, this acts to reinforce deeply entrenched beliefs that students in self-contained classrooms
are not prepared for integration and inclusion and are better served in segregated placements.
Outputs
Having examined how the transformation process is impacted by the incongruence
between organizational inputs and strategy, an understanding of the resulting outputs is vital to
consider the overall impact this dynamic has on students placed in self-contained classrooms.
System (Macro)
From a system (school board) perspective, limited integration and inclusion has led to
self-contained classrooms being labeled as an innovative solution for students that are not
successful in regular classrooms (DSBX, 2019a). This attempt to promote self-contained
classrooms as a positive investment for students fails to acknowledge how this approach
marginalizes students with special needs, especially with considerable evidence supportive of
inclusive classroom environments on academic achievement, social interactions, and selfdetermination for those with autism and intellectual disabilities (Agran et al., 2020; Fisher &
Meyer, 2002; Hughes et al., 2013; Kurth & Mastergeorge, 2010; McDonnell et al., 2002).
Instead of building the skills teachers and students need for integration and inclusion in regular
classrooms, self-contained classrooms continue to proliferate.
Unit (Meso)
At the unit (school) level, a lack of integration and inclusion has created a dynamic where
most EA staffing in schools remains dedicated to supporting self-contained classrooms as
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opposed to students with special needs in regular classrooms (i.e., students with learning
disabilities). This limits school capacity to raise overall achievement which further alienates
students with special needs from maximizing their potential.
Individual (Micro)
For students in self-contained classrooms in DSBX, many miss out on opportunities to
develop academic and social skills commensurate with their intelligence. Resulting from limited
integration and inclusion, many students do not have the skills required to achieve a secondary
school diploma or gainful employment. This is especially poignant as the limitations of some
students may not qualify them for a disability pension that would otherwise support them.
Feedback Loop
As a feedback loop recognizes the impact that outputs have on the environment,
resources, and history/culture of the organization, it can be stated that the present paradigm in
DSBX continues to reinforce the growth of self-contained classrooms (Burke, 2018; Deszca et
al., 2020). The work of a change implementation plan in chapter 3 will be using transformative
leadership and CDT to realign the transformation process of the congruence model within the
CPM to create organizational outputs more supportive of integration and inclusion. Through a
feedback loop, it is hoped that such desired outputs will convince decision-makers to better align
inputs to cohere with the organizational strategy to promote a social model of disability. In doing
so, DSBX will be better positioned to support the integration and inclusion necessary to reduce
the reliance on self-contained classrooms.
Nadler and Tushman’s Model: Advantages and Disadvantages
Nadler and Tushman’s organizational congruence model has both advantages and
disadvantages. The first advantage of the model is that it allows change leaders to consider the
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congruence of various organizational elements as a whole system (Burke, 2018; Deszca et al.,
2020). It takes account of the relationship between organizational inputs, the strategy used to
align inputs to achieve organizational goals, the transformation process designed to achieve these
goals, the resulting organizational outputs, and the impact of a feedback loop between outputs
and inputs. This allows change leaders to understand the interconnection between organizational
elements and examine areas of incongruence. The second advantage to this model is that it
delineates outputs through a hierarchical approach (system, unit, individual), enabling change
leaders to consider organizational reform through the maco, meso, micro levels of social analysis
(Barbour, 2017; Serpa & Ferreira, 2019). This is especially important considering that longstanding challenges in organizations, particularly related to culture, are often rooted throughout
the various levels of an organization (Burke, 2018; Deszca et al., 2020; Lewis, 2019).
While a focus on congruence within the Nadler and Tushman model provides advantages
for change leaders from an analytical standpoint, it can also act as a disadvantage. As Nadler and
Tushman (1989) state, “in the short term, congruence seems to be related to effectiveness and
performance…a system with high congruence, however, can be resistant to change” (as cited in
Burke, 2018, p. 216). This speaks to the importance of situating this model within a theoretical
framework, such as transformative leadership and CDT, to assist change leaders in defining
congruence within a particular context and stimulate change to propel an organization forward.
Potential Solutions to the Problem of Practice
In evaluating potential solutions to this PoP, it is essential to consider Nadler and
Tushman’s model as a framework to diagnose and analyze need (Burke, 2018; Deszca et al.,
2020; Nadler & Tushman, 1980). Through this framework, the four elements of the
transformation process—informal organization, formal organization, work, people—can be
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realigned to meet DSBX’s organizational goals and provincial equity policy. Additionally, by
comparing various solutions within this framework, a single solution can be discerned as the
foundation of a change implementation plan as part of chapter 3.
Solution #1: Traditional Approach
Within DSBX, training for special education teachers happens once yearly through a twoday in-service session during the fall. Those in attendance include both SERTs who serve
students in regular classrooms, as well as teachers from self-contained classrooms. The purpose
of these sessions is to review special education concerns to create a common understanding. This
is particularly helpful in standardizing practices throughout the organization given its large
geographic size. It is also an opportunity to share new special education practices to a large
audience in a short period of time. These sessions are coordinated and led by the board-level
special education team and attended in central locations by school staff.
As part of this potential solution, the special education team would utilize these sessions
to launch a new initiative for integration and inclusion for DSBX. A key component of this
would be establishing a transformative vision through a CDT framework to convince participants
of the importance of integration and inclusion in creating positive academic and social outcomes
for students. Sinek’s (2009a) golden circle model provides a starting point for this conversation,
an approach that teachers and administrators would be familiar with through previous
professional learning (Spruijt et al., 2013; Straker & Nusem, 2019). As Figure 6 shows, this
model emphasizes the importance of explaining why an initiative is important, which impacts
how the organization carries out an initiative and defines what the organization does. In
exploring how the present status quo hinders DSBX’s ability to fulfil the cascade model of
special education and provincial equity policy, teachers would be more apt to modify practices to
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facilitate greater integration and inclusion. As noted by Brown et al. (2021), teacher commitment
increases when teachers buy into the vision and purpose for change.
Beyond creating a framework for change, the in-service meeting would also provide the
opportunity to review practical methods for integrating and including students. Teachers could
then take these considerations back to their school teams and follow up with the special
education team on a consultative basis. Members of the special education team would also
check-in with schools throughout the year as well. To support accountability, the superintendent
of special education and the special education team would participate in leadership meetings to
deliver a similar message to principals in supporting the work of their school teams. As Galbraith
(2018) and Walker (2020) assert, having senior leaders explain the purpose of a renewed vision
for the organization is essential to the overall success of any change implementation initiative.
Figure 6
The Golden Circle
What
How

Why

Note. Adapted from How great leaders inspire action [Video], by S. Sinek, 2009b.

Solution #2: Pilot School—Gradual Approach
The second proposed solution includes selecting one JK-6 school with both regular and
self-contained classrooms to act as a pilot school. The purpose of selecting a pilot school
involves creating “small wins” as a roadmap for other schools throughout the district (Amabile &
Kramer, 2011). This approach would involve significant planning for the special education team

57
and the school team in preparing to integrate and include target students into regular classrooms.
This planning would occur from January to June in the school year prior to the pilot school
initiative. The reason for this is multifold: it would provide the special education team ample
time to work with the school team to methodically plan and develop capacity and allow both
teams to collaborate and consult with families and community partners. It would also afford the
opportunity to petition the school board for resources or staffing prior to the final budget
submission in June for the next school year.
An important part of this proposed solution involves utilizing the transition plan within
IEPs, as well as other monitoring and accountability measures, to support integration and
inclusion (OMOE, 2017c). This includes monthly integration and inclusion meetings for target
students outlined in the transition plan of the IEP. Since the IEP is a legal document that must be
enforced by the principal, compliance requires that these meetings occur. During these meetings,
the school team would discuss ongoing successes and barriers for target students, as well as what
consultative services or resources might be required to support greater integration and inclusion.
Additional monitoring and accountability measures, such as the form outlined in Appendix H,
could also act to stimulate conversation during these meetings and inform next actions.
Providing a significant amount of initial board-level support would be key in moving the
school team from a place of directing, coaching, and supporting within the situational leadership
model to where the work can be delegated as both competency and commitment increase (Kruze,
2019). The special education team would provide a high degree of support throughout the initial
planning and rollout of this proposed solution, but they would steadily reduce their role as the
school team becomes more established in supporting the initiative. Individual schools would be
responsible for supporting this solution in the long-term given the special education team’s broad

58
mandate of serving students with special needs in various capacities throughout DSBX. This
echoes the importance of establishing a transformative vision within a CDT framework to ensure
that the school team understands the importance of this initiative in improving academic and
social outcomes for students with special needs. Overall, the success of a pilot school initiative
and the lessons learned would then be applied to additional schools throughout DSBX.
Solution #3: Pilot School—Radical Approach
This proposed solution also includes a pilot school approach that would involve
dispensing with self-contained classrooms and implementing full inclusion for all students.
Again, the purpose of this approach would be to use the pilot school initiative for other schools
in the board to later follow. Significant planning would be required to prepare the school for full
inclusion. This includes a large investment by the special education team in working with the
school team during the school year prior to the pilot school initiative to build capacity and map
out the placement of students into regular classrooms. Many details would have to be determined
as part of this process, including the delivery of specialized services as part of regular classroom
programming, the implementation of alternate curriculum within regular classrooms, and other
aspects such as behaviour support plans, safety plans, toileting, etc. Considerations would also
have to be made where full inclusion requires additional support staff or physical modifications
to existing classrooms to support students with special needs as part of the yearly school board
budgeting process.
Within the pilot school under consideration, most self-contained classrooms are staffed
by a teacher and two EAs, with a total of six students each. Since there are six self-contained
classrooms in total, students are generally grouped as homogenously as possible to support
programming. As part of this proposed solution, students in the self-contained classrooms would
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be grouped in primary or junior division classes depending on academic and social abilities, and
staff from self-contained classrooms would be redeployed into regular classrooms to support
them. For self-contained classroom regular classroom teachers, this would involve a substantial
opportunity for team teaching and collaboration in serving the needs of students in regular
classrooms. In supporting this notion, Cramer and Stivers (2007) and Conderman et al. (2009)
argue that team teaching allows teachers to transfer skills and knowledge that promote inclusion
while supporting all students in regular classrooms. Team teaching would also afford the
opportunity for members of the special education team to coach and mentor the school team in
supporting this proposed solution. EAs from self-contained classrooms would also be redeployed
to regular classrooms, where their services could also benefit all students in regular classrooms
as opposed to students solely in self-contained classrooms (Bennett et al., 2021).
A major component of this proposed solution would also involve communication and
consultation between the school, families, and other stakeholders. As Adams et al. (2013) and
Oostdam and Hooge (2013) discuss, ongoing and meaningful communication is an essential
element of inclusive classrooms which facilitates collaboration between the home and school
environments. Since full inclusion represents a significant departure from the status quo,
acceptance within the larger school community built on such collaboration would be an
important factor in maintaining momentum. It would be essential to frame inclusion as an
opportunity for students, rather than having it viewed as a reduction in services, as DSBX has
traditionally promoted self-contained classrooms as an innovative solution for students.
Discussion
In evaluating potential solutions, there are several important considerations. First is the
level of change readiness within the organization. As the discussed in chapter 1 using the
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readiness-for-change questionnaire (Deszca et al., 2020), DSBX has limited inclination toward
change. This means that any potential solution will require significant support from the special
education team to successfully create desired change. The second consideration is how well a
potential solution realigns the transformation process within Nadler and Tushman’s model,
allowing for greater congruence between organizational strategy, provincial equity policy, and
organizational outputs. As previously discussed, it is the goal to leverage increased integration
and inclusion as an organization output, taking advantage of the feedback loop within
Nadler and Tushman’s model, to influence organizational culture and policy to support a new
paradigm within DSBX. Finally, any potential solution would need to be measured against the
risk it presents to the organization.
Table 2
Comparison of Potential Solutions
Potential Solution

Timeline

Level of Support

#1 Traditional
Approach

September-June
(actual initiative)

Low

#2 Pilot School—
Gradual Approach

January-June (prior
year, planning)
September-June
(actual initiative)
September-June
(prior year, planning)
September-June
(actual initiative)

High

#3 Pilot School—
Radical Approach

High

Transformation
Process
Informal
Formal
Work
X
People
X
Informal
X
Formal
X
Work
X
People
X
Informal
X
Formal
X
Work
X
People
X

Risk
Low/High

Low

Medium/High

In assessing the proposed solutions from a change readiness perspective, the ‘level of
support’ column in Table 2 indicates the relative level of involvement of the special education
team in supporting school teams within each proposed solution. In the traditional approach, the
level of support is rated low since this solution primarily involves initial in-service training for
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school teams, with limited follow-up consultation services from the special education team.
Considering the change readiness findings, the concern with this approach is that it may be
perceived as another fleeting fad within the organization (Weiner, 2009). When examining the
pilot school approaches, the level of support required is rated as high. This is because there is a
significant degree of preparation in the year prior to these proposed solutions in preparing staff,
students, and stakeholders. This provides space for the components of situational leadership—
delegating, supporting, and coaching directing—to play a large part of a change implementation
plan (Hersey et al., 2013; Kruze, 2019). As mentioned, these four leadership styles are essential
in allowing leaders to meet followers at their developmental level in supporting the proposed
pilot school solutions.
Realigning the transformation process of Nadler and Tushman’s model toward desired
organizational outputs is also an important consideration outlined in Table 2. Within the
‘transformation process’ column, each proposed solution is examined to determine which
components of the transformation process is impacted. It can be argued that each area of the
transformation process—the informal organization, the formal organization, the work, and the
people—must all be brought into alignment for successful organizational change. Key to this
PoP are changes to the informal organization—correcting deficit mindsets, assumptions, and
culture—and the formal organization—the processes that govern the work and the people. The
traditional approach is largely representative of the status quo, with little impact to the culture
and processes that have evolved as a response to challenges in the organization’s external
environment. Nevertheless, the significant upfront investment by the special education team in
the pilot school initiatives provides sufficient time to support staff in realigning all elements
within the transformation process toward desired organizational goals.
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Considering risk is also a critical part in evaluating each solution. In Table 2, the
traditional approach is initially ranked low because it represents little change to the organization.
Conversely, this solution is also ranked high since legal liability is a concern as students may exit
secondary education without the knowledge or skills required to gain employment, while they
may not qualify for a disability pension. When considering risk and the final two proposed
solutions, Ashkenas and Matta (2021) and Malmqvist et al. (2019) describe the ability of pilot
initiatives to manage risk in a localized situation before applying a concept across an
organization. However, the different pilot school approaches present varying levels of risk. In the
gradual approach, there is a low level of risk as the ability exists to step back, reassess
integration and inclusion, and move forward. But in the radical approach, if inclusion is not
successful and a student exhibits behaviours too disruptive for regular classrooms, there are no
self-contained classes to return to.
In weighing all three proposed solutions, the pilot school—gradual approach delivers the
greatest chance for success through providing a high level of support, its ability to realign all
areas of the transformation process to create desired organizational outputs, and its low level of
risk. The traditional approach differs little from the status quo, and the high-risk nature of the
radical approach presents a number of challenges. When evaluating the gradual approach’s
selection from the perspective of the guiding questions and the critical organizational analysis, as
well as transformative leadership, CDT, and social justice, its choice is further solidified. The
gradual approach addresses the guiding questions by placing significant emphasis on developing
a transformative vision to shift educator attitudes and build stakeholder activism to support
greater integration and inclusion. Is also focusses on reimagining organizational processes to
address deficits in staffing, professional learning, and monitoring measures. The gradual
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approach will address areas of need in the critical organizational analysis, using situational
leadership to meet the mindsets and capacity of organizational actors within the developmental
continuum (Hersey et al., 2013; Kruze, 2019). While it can be argued that the radical approach
better aligns with the emancipatory elements of transformative leadership and social justice by
creating the most inclusive environment possible, I have neither the political capital nor agency
to foster such an approach or overcome opposition. Shields (2019) reminds us that balancing
critique and promise is an underlying principle of successful transformative leadership.
Approach to Inquiry
As part of the improvement process related to the pilot school initiative, PDSA cycles
will be utilized in approaching inquiry (Deming, 1993; Moen & Norman, 2010). Stemming from
the continuous improvement research tradition, PDSA cycles allow change agents to plan
desired change, to do or carry out the change, to study the impact, and to act by adopting new
change, abandoning it, or by engaging in other PDSA cycles (Tichnor-Wagner et al., 2017). As
Figure 7 outlines, PDSA cycles are iterative in nature, including development, refinement,
implementation, and spreading system change and improvement. The advantage of
Figure 7
PDSA Cycle Process (Iterative)
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Note. Adapted from “Continuous improvement in the public school context: Understanding how
educators respond to plan-do-study-act cycles,” by A. Tichnor-Wagner et al., 2017, Journal of
Educational Change, 18(4), 469.

PDSA cycles in a pilot school initiative includes using various cycles to create a process for
integration and inclusion that can be applied at other schools. This method also provides space
for successive schools to tailor the pilot school process to their own needs as they engaged in the
PDSA cycle process. This not only recognizes the distinctiveness of school communities, but
also the unique needs of students with special needs.
Leadership Ethics, Equity, and Social Justice in Organizational Change
The Ontario Human Rights Code (1990) and other statutes and policies prohibit
discrimination on the grounds of disability and promotes inclusive educational practices.
However, the status quo in DSBX enables, however implicitly, exclusionary practices that
marginalize students with special needs. As Wedell (2005) discusses, counteracting this narrative
involves “an equal valuing of all pupils” that “decouples…stigma from diversity” that “requires
a major shift in attitudes from pupils, teachers and parents” (p. 6). Part of this includes
reexamining the ethical responsibilities of stakeholders and the role they play in reinforcing
systemic barriers for students with special needs. In also requires reimagining organizational
discourse through an ethical framework in the ethics of care, justice, and critique.
Ethical Responsibilities of the Organization and Organizational Actors
As an educational institution, DSBX has a moral, ethical, and legal responsibility to teach
all its students equitably in the least restrictive environment. While it can be argued that equity
does not mean sameness for students with special needs, it can also be stated that exclusively
educating most students with specific diagnoses in self-contained classrooms does not fulfill this
mandate. In line with the legal precept of in loco parentis and the Ontario College of Teachers
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Ethical Standards based in care and trust, educators have the responsibility to move beyond the
minimum standard and to act judiciously in the best present and future interests of students under
their supervision (Maxwell et al., 2018; Ontario College of Teachers, 2021). This includes being
open to confronting moral and ethical dilemmas related to the best possible outcome for all
students. Through a CDT framework, organizational actors will have the theoretical grounding to
reconsider their ethical responsibilities in promoting a transformative vision for all students.
Systemic Barriers, Decolonization, and Challenges for Change Planning
Systemic barriers have played a major role in the marginalization of students with special
needs (Agran et al., 2020; Kurth et al., 2016; Polloway et al., 2019). As Wendell (2005)
highlights, “within many schools, the predominant approach to teaching and learning is still
based on the grouping of pupils into classes” (p. 4). This rests on the misconception that
homogenous classrooms are necessary for schooling large numbers of students, despite the
difficulties “this imposes on children and young people, and the problems it creates for teachers”
(p. 4). In “softening the blow” (p. 5) for students with special needs, education systems often
react by creating remediation programs or providing paraprofessional services to ‘normalize’
children within regular classrooms. This aligns within a medical model of disability reliant on
diagnosis and treatment to correct, or at least mitigate, deficiencies in students with special
needs. Where remediation programs and paraprofessional services are unable to correct students,
segregation in self-contained classrooms may be promoted as the best response to student need
(Brock, 2018; Morningstar et al., 2017). This reinforces the notion that disability is something
seated within the student, as opposed to questioning how systematic policies and practice inhibit
students with special needs.
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Slee (2006) points to “normalizing assumptions and discourse of individual defectiveness
at the heart of traditional special education” (p. 224). While placement in self-contained
classrooms is often done with the best intentions, “segregated special education…has become an
instrument for the social control of difference” (p. 224). This encourages what Baker (2002)
labels ‘the hunt for disability’, where schools are encouraged to seek diagnoses for students to
justify additional funding or access to placement in specialized programs outside regular
classrooms. This dynamic is upheld by “an ever-widening special education industry of testers
and minders to maintain the structure of regular and special education” (Slee, 2006, p. 224). It is
also reinforced by families who seek diagnoses, feeling that it is “better to own an impaired child
than a bad one” (Slee, 2006, p. 225).
In exploring the relationship between disability and decolonization, many scholars
describe how ideas of ‘otherness’ have impacted marginalized groups (Borrero et al., 2012;
Lalvani, 2015; McDougall, 2017). As McPhail and Freeman (2005) state, “in the West, the
colonization process of indigenous peoples and people with disabilities rest[s] on a shared and
prevalent Enlightenment concept of ‘normalcy’…to develop conceptual binaries such
as…normal/abnormal that served as powerful sorting tools” (p. 254). This thinking creates a
value hierarchy where those who are deemed normal (or abled) are privileged over those that are
abnormal (or disabled). In recognizing this, McPhail and Freeman describe that “the challenge of
transforming our educational thinking and practices to achieve genuine rather than token
inclusion asks that we examine select ideas…that have served to colonize the childhood
disability field through hegemonic educational discourses” (p. 254). Such hegemonic discourses
include the “dualistic thinking” that creates a value hierarchy, but also “the need to reshape those
individuals with a range of nonmainstream diversities toward the norm” (p. 255). Such
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discourses are chalked full of assumptions that devalue people with disabilities and treads on
their human right as fully included members of society (Capper, 2019; Devlin & Pothier, 2006).
It is in challenging these discourses that CDT and transformative leadership have the power to
realign organizational practices and culture within a social model of disability to improve
outcomes for students with special needs in DSBX.
The Ethics of Care, Justice, and Critique: A Multidimensional Framework
In considering the ethical implications of this PoP related to organizational change,
Starratt (2012) provides a multidimensional ethical framework “that can guide the decisions,
policies, and activities of educators” (p. 36). Outlined in Figure 8, this multidimensional
framework is comprised of three ethical approaches, namely the ethics of care, the ethics of
Figure 8
Multidimensional Ethical Framework

Note. Adapted from “A multidimensional ethical framework,” by R. Starratt, 2012, in Cultivating an
ethical school, p. 52, Francis & Taylor Group.

68
justice, and the ethics of critique. As Starratt argues, each of these ethical approaches offer a
unique perspective, but “no one of them taken alone is sufficient” (p. 36). In exploring how each
of these three perspectives contributes to moral decision-making, it will become clear how a
multidimensional approach connects with CDT and transformative leadership in changing
mindsets and organizational culture as part of this PoP.
Ethics of Care
The ethics of care involves the primacy of relationships, empathy, and remaining
attentive to those in need (Keller & Kittay, 2017; Noddings, 2012; Poliner & Stefkovich, 2016;
Starratt, 2012; Vogel, 2012). This ethics provides space for change agents to consider how they
support those under their care as an individual and member of the larger community. As Hollway
(2006) discusses, “an ethic of caring requires fidelity to persons, a willingness to acknowledge
their right to be who they are, an openness to encountering them in their authentic individuality,
[and] loyalty and responsibility to the relationship” (as cited in Starratt, 2012, p. 36). It is through
this notion that the ethics of care connects with CDT by valuing the inherent worth of the
individual for who they are as opposed to seeking to normalize them through a medical approach
to disability. This positions change agents to consider alternatives, such as a social model of
disability, in acknowledging dignity of the individual. As Keller and Kittay (2017) reason, an
ethics of care “provide[s] theoretical grounds for envisioning the social welfare policies that
ought to be in place to support” marginalized groups (p. 547). As Figure 8 states, an ethics of
care asks ‘what do our relationships ask of us’ in doing what is best for those under our care.
Ethics of Justice
Where the ethics of care is a relational ethic, “the ethics of justice…are made on the basis
of universal principles and rules…in an impartial and verifiable manner with a view to ensuring
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the fair and equitable treatment of all people” (Botes, 2000, p. 1071). In relation to education,
Starratt (2012) mentions that “the ethic of justice demands that the claims of the institution serve
both the common good of the community and the rights of the individual in the school” (p. 41).
Both Botes (2000) and Starratt (2012) agree that the ethics of care and the ethics of justice
represents a necessary dichotomy in balanced moral decision-making. On one hand, the ethics of
care focuses on maintaining positive relationships as a moral purpose. On the other hand, the
ethics of justice emphasizes the balance between common and individual concerns. In isolation,
neither of these two ethics have the weight to address complex moral dilemmas. As both authors
argue, it is the tension between an ethics of care and an ethics of justice where sensible moral
decisions are made by change agents. It is important to consider the need of both students with
special needs through the ethics of care, as well as the need for DSBX to address competing
interests in educating all students in a finite fiscal environment through the ethics of justice.
Ethics of Critique
Based in critical theory, the ethics of critique “emphasizes ethical behaviour as that which
addresses inequities among individuals and groups, related to social class and other factors which
impact one’s power and voice, as well as the ensuing treatment, resources and other benefits”
(Vogel, 2012, p. 3). Like the theoretical underpinnings of CDT and transformative leadership,
“the ethics of critique involves a process of assessing the intuitional performance of the school
from the point of view of structural justice and injustice” (Starratt, 2012, p. 48). While the ethics
of justice concerns itself with balancing individual and common good through rights and laws,
the ethics of critique “raises difficult questions by critiquing both the laws themselves and the
process used to determine if the laws are just” (Poliner & Stefkovich, 2016, p. 29). The ethics of
critique also allows change agents to consider how broad social and political arrangements
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benefit those with power and privilege while disadvantaging others and provides an avenue to
contemplate alternatives in creating more equitable outcomes. Much as the ethics of care focuses
on issues related to quality of life, and the ethics of justice examines concerns of access and
participation, the ethics of critique question how we define value and the impact this has on both
individuals and groups. Such ethics questions concepts such as the use of a medical model of
disability to determine the classroom placement of students with special needs, by asking how
such decisions empower some while disempowering or marginalizing others.
Ethical Considerations and Organizational Actors
In considering all three ethics, Starratt (2012) reminds us that it is “the blending of each
theme that encourages a rich response to the many uncertain ethical situations the school
community faces everyday” (p. 54). By promoting a foundation for integration and inclusion, the
proposed solution for this PoP will elicit such uncertain ethical situations within the ethics of
care and justice from varied perspectives. Administrators must consider mandates, stakeholder
concerns, and available resources, balancing these in best meeting the needs of students. Lalvani
(2015) states that teachers are likely to perceive student disability through a medical model of
disability, while parents/guardians relate to a social model of disability. These contrasts create
ethical friction and reinforces the notion of change leaders meeting stakeholders within their
present mindset and capacities to build the relationships necessary for change. The ethics of
critique provides an avenue to resolve ethical differences within the ethics of care and justice by
exposing underlying inequities through a process of learning and unlearning (Kumashiro, 2015).
This speaks to the importance of building trust between stakeholders to negotiate and reconcile
ethical issues related to integration and inclusion (Janzen, 2017; San Vicente, 2019).
Conclusion
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The purpose of chapter 2 was to outline a leadership approach to change, to identify a
framework for leading the change process, and to facilitate a critical organizational analysis. This
chapter also identified possible solutions to address the PoP, while also considering leadership
ethics, equity, decolonization, and social justice related to organizational change. Using a
transformative and situational leadership approach, realignment of the transformation process
within Nadler and Tushman’s model was a key theme of the chapter in considering possible
solutions to address the PoP. Systemic barriers, decolonization, and the impact of concepts such
as normalization and otherness were also considered. Starratt’s (2012) multidimensional
framework also provided a model to consider the ethics of caring, justice, and critique as part of
this OIP. By adopting a pilot school solution based in a gradual approach, chapter 3 will further
delineate a change, evaluation, and communication plan in providing a model for greater
integration and inclusion within DSBX.
Chapter 3: Implementation, Evaluation, & Communication
In examining the PoP that this OIP aims to address, there are a many complex
components discussed in chapters 1 and 2 that must be considered. As detailed in Appendix I,
this process involves developing robust and interconnected plans for change implementation,
monitoring and evaluation, and communication to empower change agents to bring about the
desired vision for change. The purpose of chapter 3 is to develop a change implementation plan
to create a renewed vision of integration and inclusion for DSBX seated in a social model of
disability. Chapter 3 will also outline the process for monitoring and evaluating this change in
the context of theory of change, PDSA cycles and design thinking, as well as highlight a
communication plan for change based in the four phase model of communication proposed by
Deszca et al. (2020). The chapter will also analyze concerns related to knowledge mobilization
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and applying the change implementation plan to other schools within the organization, while also
considering considerations challenges, opportunities, and next steps for the organization.
Change Planning, Organizational Context, and Overall Goals
As discussed by Bennett et al. (2021) and Lyons et al. (2016), change planning for
integration and inclusion must address a number of key elements. These include a clear vision
and shared commitment (Capper & Frattura, 2009; Hehir & Katzman, 2012), classroom teacher
responsibility (Florian & Spratt, 2013; Stanovich & Jordan, 2004) a collaborative team approach
including authentic parent engagement and a range of supports (Idol, 2006; McLeskey et al.,
2014), and principal leadership (McLeskey el al., 2013; Riehl, 2000). As such, the overall
purpose of this change implementation plan is threefold. The first component involves creating a
sense of purpose and urgency within DSBX. As widely argued, creating such a sense of urgency
is significant in alerting stakeholders to organizational need and rallying them to a renewed sense
of purpose and mission (Burke, 2018; Collins, 2001; Fullan et al., 2005; Lewis, 2019;
Muhammad & Cruz, 2019; Sinek, 2009a). Collins (2001) points out that “confronting the brutal
facts” is a major part of breaking through organizational inertia toward a desired state of change
(p. 65). Deszca et al. (2020) also argues that when the need to change is conveyed through a
sense of urgency or crisis, “people find it difficult to deny the need to change and to change
now” (p. 116). Both CDT and transformative leadership share a significant role in creating
urgency as part of this change implementation plan. As discussed in chapters 1 and 2, these
frameworks call us to challenge the status quo and underlying biases that impact marginalized
students and hold them back from reaching their true potential.
The second component of the change implementation plan involves transforming
elements of DSBX into what Belle (2016) labels a “learning organization” (p. 332). As discussed
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in chapter 1, learning organizations occur when governance structures allow for a
democratization of participation and knowledge-making that leads to desired change. In creating
a true learning organization, a key goal of this change implementation plan will be to overcome
the siloed, mechanist elements in DSBX to create a more organic relationship between the school
board, the school, and the classroom (Gitman et al., 2018; Lunenburg, 2012). Fullan (2014)
highlights the importance of such organic relationships in creating a “unity of mindset” that “topdown structural alignment” (p. 103) struggles to instill within an organization.
The third component of this change implementation is facilitating a lasting organizational
shift from a medical model of disability to a social model of disability (Yuill et al., 2010). It can
be argued that the present medical model of disability in DSBX overly focuses on ameliorating
student disability through intervention as opposed to addressing structural barriers in regular
classrooms (i.e., support, training) and promoting their strengths (DSBX, 2020). A large
contributing factor is the internal and external pressures on the organization that make placing
students in self-contained classrooms a more viable choice. Facilitating this shift in mindset will
involve creating a renewed process to prevent students from being placed in self-contained
classrooms as a first option, which will also require significant investments in staff training.
Additionally, creating an accountable process that focuses on integration and inclusion for those
students already placed in self-contained classrooms will also be important. In demonstrating
that such a process is feasible through a pilot school approach, it is hoped that it can be expanded
to other schools and become entrenched as institutional policy.
Change Planning: The Change Path Model and Organizational Congruence
As discussed in chapter 2, the CPM (Deszca et al., 2020) is the chosen change
framework, with Appendix J providing an overview of the change implementation plan. Within
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the components of the model—awakening, mobilization, acceleration, institutionalization—the
gaps identified within Nadler and Tushman’s organizational congruence model (Nadler &
Tushman, 1980) will be realigned to bring greater congruence between organization strategy
(supportive of inclusion), the transformation process, and organizational outputs. Through such
congruence, it is hoped that decision-makers will see the initiative as reason to influence
organizational inputs to institutionalize the change implementation plan throughout DSBX.
The change implementation plan is composed of five phases, each aligned with the CPM
and the key elements of inclusion outlined by Bennett et al. (2021) and Lyons et al. (2016).
Within the components of the CPM, impacted aspects of the transformation process of Nadler
and Tushman’s model are discussed. Together both models deliver a plan with phases that
overlap and are interrelated, directly impacting gaps identified within the critical organizational
analysis that are within my agency to change. Each phase is a sequential step toward the
institutionalization of greater integration and inclusion represented by congruence within
transformation process, including facets of the informal organization, the formal organization,
the work, and the people.
Phase One
The first phase of the change implementation plan involves utilizing the theoretical
frameworks of CDT and transformative leadership, as well as district data, to establish the
context for the pilot school as part of the awakening component of the CPM. Galbraith (2018)
and Sinek (2009a) point out the importance of employees understanding the ‘why’ behind
organizational change to promote ownership and commitment. Landry (2020) also shows that
employee involvement in decision-making enables increased communication and collaboration,
as well as empowering employees to reveal ‘blind spots’ in leadership decision-making that
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would otherwise go unnoticed. For this change implementation plan to be successful, teachers,
the principal, support staff, and members of the special education team must all be willing to be
vulnerable and trusting to challenge deep-seeded mindsets and institutional practices that have
stymied integration and inclusion in DSBX (Brown, 2015; Fullan, 2015). This includes having
all stakeholders understand how the present paradigm, based in a medical model of disability,
significantly marginalizes students with special needs, and why a social model of disability
presents a better path forward for the organization.
Considering Nadler and Tushman’s model, phase one will impact the informal
organization and the people. This will involve a half-day session between the school team
(SERT, self-contained classrooms teachers, principal) and the special education team (district
special education administrator, DSERT) in January prior to the beginning of the change
implementation plan initiative. The primary purpose of the meeting will be to introduce the
overall change implementation plan. Key to this will be presenting the status of self-contained
classrooms through a transformative lens, with a particular focus on how stakeholders can build
individual and collective purpose to better serve students through a social model of disability
(Shields, 2019). This will involve interrogating aspects of power and privilege, through modeling
equity literacy (Gorski, 2016), while providing space for learning/unlearning to instill an antioppression mindset (Kumashiro, 2015). The secondary purpose of the meeting is to prepare the
school team to review school data, scheduling, capacity gaps, and to consider possible candidates
for integration and inclusion for the phase two meeting set to occur in February. The phase one
meeting will also be helpful for the special education team in identifying preliminary barriers and
resistance toward the change implementation plan that can be pre-emptively addressed before
phase two. It will also assist the special education team in initially determining the appropriate
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situational leadership styles required in supporting the school team based on their place in the
developmental continuum (Hersey et al., 2013; Kruse, 2019).
Phase Two
The second phase of the change implementation plan opens the mobilization stage of the
CPM. It involves reviewing school data, scheduling, capacity gaps, and identifying candidates in
self-contained programs for integration and inclusion. The purpose of this phase is to identify
barriers to integration and inclusion within the pilot school so that they may be addressed at both
the school and board level during later phases of the change implementation plan. From a
transformative perspective, these actions represent a process of acknowledging and
deconstructing institutional barriers that promote inequity and inhibit a social model of disability
(Hall, 2019; Shields, 2004; Shields, 2011). Data can be derived from sources within the Ontario
student record (OSR), through anecdotal observations from the school team, class schedules, and
support staff timetables. Identifying candidates for integration and inclusion will also be essential
in recognizing the resources needed and tailoring later planning to meet the needs of specific
target students. It will be important to consider which students present the greatest chance for
successful integration and inclusion to build initial wins and capacity within the pilot school, as
well as demonstrate feasibility to all decision-makers and stakeholders (Lewis, 2019).
The focus of this phase within the Nadler and Tushman model is the work of the
organization and would involve a full-day session between the school team and the special
education team (including behaviour support staff) in February. This phase would not only
provide the opportunity to review the change implementation plan but would also allow for indepth conversations regarding the unique needs of each child identified as a possible candidate
for integration and inclusion (Bennett et al., 2008; OMOE, 2017).
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Phase Three
With data and the identification of candidates for integration and inclusion obtained in
phase two, phase three continues the mobilization stage of the CPM with a focus on the formal
organization, the work, and the people within Nadler and Tushman’s model.
Part One. Having compiled data, determined gaps, and identified candidates for
integration and inclusion, part one of phase three includes determining additional school staffing
requirements and other school-based needs to support the change implementation plan. It is
possible that there would be no additional staffing or resources required at the school. However,
it would be critical to identify these needs as they may need to be included as part of the school
board’s pre-budget submissions. Occurring in March before the initiative, this would involve a
meeting between the principal and members of the special education team to discuss needs at the
school level. As Fullan (2014) notes, establishing a firm relationship between the principal and
the special education team will be an essential component of this process given the pivotal role
they play in school improvement efforts and accountability at the school level.
Part Two. Considering the work of Landry (2020) that identifies the importance of
including employees in decision-making to increase communication and collaboration, part two
of phase three involves sharing the change implementation plan with the entire school staff
during a monthly staff meeting. This opportunity will undoubtedly require moral courage and an
activist mindset from the special education team as staff members may not agree with the change
implementation plan considering DSBX’s long-standing culture and history with self-contained
classrooms (Shields, 2011). Set to occur in April prior to the initiative, the special education
team would share the plan with the whole staff, having already fleshed out the details with the
school team, allowing regular classroom teachers input in the process. It would also enable the
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special education team to identify gaps in regular classroom teacher capacity for consideration in
future training and professional development, as well as the various situational leadership styles
required in the pilot school beyond the school team (Hersey et al., 2013, Kruse, 2019).
Part Three. The third part of this phase involves using the annual review IPRC process
as a mechanism to meet with families, community agencies, and other stakeholders to discuss the
initiative (DSBX, 2020). These meeting are held in May and June of each school year for every
student with identified special needs, and are an opportunity to review student identification,
strengths, needs, and classroom placement. The meetings are attended by the school team, a
member of the special education team, and the family. As part of the process, families are
welcomed to invite anyone within their child’s circle of care. These meetings would be an
opportunity to share the integration and inclusion initiative with parents, explain the rationale for
including their child, and identify how their child will continue to be supported. As discussed in
the communication plan for change (see Appendix S), meeting with families and stakeholders
provides a significant opportunity to challenge longstanding beliefs and practices based in a
medical model of disability to promote a social model of disability that addresses the
marginalization of students with special needs. This includes allowing parents to make informed
choices for their children (Janzen, 2017; San Vicente, 2016), while providing opportunities for
educators to model advocacy for students within a social model of disability (Shields, 2011).
Depending on the circumstance, further consultation maybe required with families and
community agencies, facilitated through opportunities like town hall meetings and case
conferences, to clarify the purpose and process behind the pilot school initiative.
Phase Four
The purpose of phase four of the change implementation plan is to transition from
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awakening and mobilizing the organization for change and moving to create and embed new
practices to accelerate change, with a focus on the formal organization and the work within
Nadler and Tushman’s model.
Part One. The first part of phase four involves having the school team develop draft
transition plans as part of the IEP process. According to PPM 156, transition plans are required
for all exceptional students in the province and must be legally adhered to (OMOE, 2013c). This
would occur from June to September before the initiative begins. Release time and additional
opportunities for paid days in the summer would be required to enable teachers (in both regular
and self-contained classrooms) to work on the draft transition plans, and the special education
team could be available on a consultation basis to assist as well. The objective behind the special
education team’s shift to a consultative role is to build leadership capacity within the school team
in shifting from directing and coaching leadership styles within the situational leadership model
to supporting and delegating leadership styles (Hersey et al., 2013; Kruse, 2019). Overall, this
part of phase four would aim to establish a baseline for integration and inclusion moving
forward, as well as an accountability process given the legal requirement to adhere to the
integration and inclusion described in the transition plan as part of the IEP.
Part Two. The final part of phase four represents the official start of the integration and
inclusion initiative as part of the change implementation plan. Transition plans within the IEPs
would be finalized within the first 30 days of school as required by law for exceptional students
(OMOE, 2022). Integration and inclusion would begin from self-contained classrooms into
regular classrooms, and the special education team (including behaviour support staff) would be
readily available to support the school team as challenges arise (Idol, 2006; McLeskey et al.,
2014). Ongoing communication with families regarding the successes and challenges of
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integration and inclusion would be integral, with transition plans being updated as required
where more or less integration and inclusion is deemed appropriate. At the end of each month,
meetings would occur with the school team, special education team, and behaviour support staff
to review the integration and inclusion initiative. Using a PDSA approach, a PDSA cycle form
(see Appendix H) would be used as a foundational document to track and maximize integration
and inclusion (Deming, 1993; Moen & Norman, 2010). As students experience increases or
decreases in integration and inclusion, the school staff will also have to be mindful of the legal
requirements of IPRCs depending on the placement situation of individual students (OMOE,
2017c). Building opportunities for staff within the pilot school to apply concepts such as design
thinking as an integral learning tool in the process of integration and inclusion will also facilitate
opportunities for teacher learning in moving toward a social model of disability based in CDT.
Phase Five
The final phase of the change implementation plan involves reviewing the pilot school
initiative as part of the institutionalization process within the CPM. This will occur in January
and will focus on the formal organization and people within Nadler and Tushman’s model. The
purpose will be to a) evaluate the pilot school initiative to support the school team in continuing
with the change implementation plan, and b) assess the success of the initiative with an eye on
selecting other schools to implement the change implementation plan. This will involve a fullday session between the school team and the special education team to document the successes
and challenges of the initiative. Capturing input from families and community agencies
regarding the initiative will also further inform areas of improvement. In this sense, the pilot
school, and every school that adopts this change implementation plan, is part of a PDSA cycle
approach. From a board-level perspective, each school’s adoption of the change implementation

81
plan can act as one overall PDSA cycle. This will help to standardize a process for integration
and inclusion throughout DSBX that remains flexible to individual school needs. As mentioned,
it is the hope that through demonstrating a successful approach to integration and inclusion in
DSBX, that a new policy-driven approach can be adopted to institutionalize the initiative.
Challenges to Change Planning and Implementation
Understanding challenges to change planning is an important element of successful
change implementation (Deszca et al., 2020). For this change implementation plan, challenges to
change planning and implementation may come from the school board, school staff, and from
families. School boards are risk adverse by the nature of the political, economic, and social
environment which they inhabit (Eisner, 1997; Moran, 2015; Sahlberg, 2006). Therefore, the
superintendent of special education will be a key change driver and power broker in convincing
administrative council and the school board to support the pilot school initiative. It will be
equally important to demonstrate the success of the pilot school initiative to the school board in
further supporting implementation throughout DSBX. School staff resistance to integration and
inclusion may also be a challenge to change planning. As Fuchs (2009/2010) and Stites et al.
(2018) discuss, teachers often feel ill-prepared or supported to successfully integrate students
with special needs into regular classrooms. This will likely necessitate many “courageous
conversations” (OMOE, 2010) over the period of the change implementation plan between
school staff, the principal, and the special education team. It will also involve readily identifying
capacity and resource gaps in the pilot school as early as possible to reduce frustration for school
staff. This speaks to the importance of supporting staff in shifting their mindset from a medical
model to a social model of disability. Both phase 1 and phase 3 of the change implementation
plan focus on providing the intellectual stimulation for staff to begin redefining integration and
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inclusion through a social model of disability. The successes brought on by changes to the
transformation process as part of Nadler and Tushman’s model within the pilot school will also
assist in facilitating mindset shifts as the change implementation plan progresses. Resistance
from families may also be experienced as part of the pilot school initiative. DSBX has described
self-classrooms classrooms as an ‘innovative’ solution for students with special needs (DSBX,
2019a). There is the possibility that families will perceive integration and inclusion within the
change implementation plan as an attempt to reduce specialized programming or EA support.
Therefore, addressing concerns from families, community agencies, and stakeholders within
phase three of the initiative, as well as an ongoing and robust communication plan, will be
necessary to garner ongoing family support.
Change Process Monitoring and Evaluation
From the perspective of monitoring and evaluation, the concept of developing a theory of
change is essential to this change implementation plan. As defined by several scholars (Mayne,
2015; Reinholz & Andrews, 2020; Weiss, 1995), a theory of change is an approach which
acknowledges that complex social phenomena require a method to monitor and evaluate beyond
linear input-output models. A theory of change does not follow a standardized approach; rather,
it builds its own logic, and uses an iterative process subject to ongoing monitoring and evaluation
(Government of Canada, 2018). Like backward design theory, theory of change begins with an
end goal in mind, followed a process to develop evaluative tools and a path toward the
determined end goal (Bowen, 2017). Theories of change can allow change agents to break
solutions down into explicit phases to make logical connections to each step of the process. In
this way, monitoring and evaluation can be methodically applied where required. Key to this is
“making the underlying rational of an initiative explicit [so] it can be interrogated, assessed, and
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revised systematically as it is being implemented” (Reinholz & Andrews, 2020, p. 2).
The change implementation plan represents one such theory of change (see Appendix J).
As Mayne (2015) points out, each phase within the change implementation plan is interrelated
and sequential, assuming that each phase impacts and leads into the next. For example, there is
an underlying assumption that exploring district data through a CDT framework as part of phase
one will motivate school staff to identify students for integration and inclusion as part of phase
two. It is the space between the phases within each component of the change implementation
plan that provides the opportunity for monitoring and evaluation. Overall, a theory of change
approach provides much needed flexibility for the change implementation plan considering the
unique and shifting requirements of students with special needs. Such adaptability allows change
agents to adjust the change implementation plan to meet distinct circumstances while moving
towards the final goal of increased integration and inclusion.
Plan-Do-Study-Act Cycles
In monitoring and evaluating the change implementation plan as a theory of change, a
PDSA cycle approach will be employed (see Appendix L) (Deming, 1993; Moen & Norman,
2010). PDSA cycles allow for an iterative approach to test various components of the change
implementation plan, enabling change agents to pivot based on student and teacher needs within
the pilot school. As a theory of change must be responsive to the unique needs of schools and
students with special needs, PDSA cycles provide a framework within the theory of change to
address challenges as they arise and to monitor and evaluate ongoing progress. In the change
implementation plan, two separate and distinct PDSA cycles will be occurring at the school-level
and the board-level. At the meso level, the school-level PDSA cycle will focus exclusively on
increasing integration and inclusion within the pilot school, while at the macro level, the board-
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level PDSA cycle will focus on supporting the pilot school and refining the change
implementation plan for application within other schools in DSBX.
School-Level PDSA Cycles
As previously outlined, phase four of the change implementation plan involves
developing transition plans in the IEP for students selected for integration and inclusion within
the pilot school (OMOE, 2017c). As part of the transition plans, the school team will meet
monthly to review student progress, specifically examining plans to increase integration and
inclusion, the resources required, barriers, data collection, and assessment and evaluation
considerations for the IEP (see Appendix H). The regular classroom SERT would be responsible
for organizing and attending the meetings, as would the principal and necessary regular
classroom and self-contained classroom teachers. Members of the special education team could
also attend on a consultation basis, as well as families and community agencies depending on
circumstances.
Each monthly meeting represents one PDSA cycle per student within the target school
initiative, with each subsequent meeting representing another PDSA cycle as part of an iterative
process. Based on the meetings, the school team can plan, do, study, and act next moves to
increase integration and inclusions for individual or groups of students. A triangulation of data
methodology—observation, product, conversation—based on the goals in the IEP will be the
primary means of collecting student data to determine progress (Herbst, 2015; Lincoln & Guba,
1985). This approach will allow the school team to remain flexible based on the changing
requirements of students with special needs. Depending on circumstances external to the school
(i.e., changes in medication, behaviour regression), it is possible that increases or decreases in
integration and inclusion may both need to be considered. A significant advantage of this PDSA
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cycle approach is that it will also generate data that both the school-level and board-level teams
can use to further improve the change implementation plan. As discussed in previous chapters, a
lack of data on integration and inclusion in DSBX is a significant barrier in revealing to
stakeholders the gravity of the issue that this change implementation plan aims to address.
Board-Level PDSA Cycles
In addition to monthly school-level PDSA cycles, the pilot school initiative itself will
represent one board-level PDSA cycle (see Appendix M). The purpose of the board-level PDSA
cycle is threefold. First, the special education team will be responsible for supporting the school
team in developing a plan for increased integration and inclusion within the pilot school. As
formerly mentioned, the special education team will significantly support the school team to
build capacity in shifting toward a delegating leadership style within the situation leadership
model as the need for supportive and directive behaviours decreases (Kruze, 2019). Second, the
board-level PDSA will also allow the special education team to refine the change
implementation plan based on the successes and challenges of the pilot school. In reflecting on
Nadler and Tushman’s model, one goal of the change implementation plan is to create a
feedback loop where renewed organizational outputs, resulting from the change implementation
plan, convince decision-makers to further support and institutionalize integration and inclusion
throughout DSBX. Third, the board-level PDSA will also enable the special education team to
applying monitoring and evaluation tools to measure pilot school staff fidelity toward a social
model of disability and to use data gathered during monthly meetings to analyze shifts in Nadler
and Tushman’s transformation process within the pilot school as part of the change
implementation plan. Ultimately, from a knowledge transfer perspective, the purpose of the
board-level PDSA cycle is to develop, refine, implement, and spread a model of integration and
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inclusion based in the social model of disability (Tichnor-Wagner et al., 2017).
As part of the board-level PDSA cycle, key members of the special education team,
namely the DSERTs and behaviour therapists, will play a primary role in supporting the school
team through the planning and school-level PDSA process. This includes providing professional
development, ongoing support, and coaching as required. The special education administrator
will be pivotal in supporting the principal in navigating issues related to the administration of the
pilot school, while the superintendent of special education will intervene where required to
address fiscal, legal, political, and policy issues.
Theory of Change, PDSA Cycles, and Design Thinking
While a significant goal of this change implementation plan is to provide a framework to
increase integration and inclusion in DSBX, the plan must remain as flexible and adaptive as
possible. The purpose behind understanding the change implementation plan as a theory of
change and the use of PDSA cycles is to provide one such path forward, balancing the need for a
defined framework that is also responsive to local need. With such an approach, the overall
theory of change represented by the change implementation plan can be modified based on the
lessons learned through the experiences of the school team and the special education team.
Changes to the overall change implementation are designed to stem from the board-level PDSA
cycle, whereas the school-level PDSA cycles are focused more on supporting staff and students
as they increase integration and inclusion as part of the pilot school initiative.
As school-level team moves through PDSA cycles, design thinking offers an additional
monitoring and evaluation process for change agents at the classroom to consider (Chia &
Elangovan, 2015; Kurokawa, 2015; Liedtka, 2018). As noted by Dam & Siang (2020), “design
thinking is an iterative process in which we seek to understand the user, challenge assumptions,
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and redefine problems…to identify alternative strategies and solutions that might not be instantly
apparent with our initial level of understanding” (para. 2). As Appendix N details, design
thinking is based on the tenants of desirability—what makes sense for people; feasibility—what
is technically possible in the foreseeable future, and viability—what is likely to become part of a
sustainable business model (IDEO U, 2020). As Panke (2019) and Rauth et al. (2020) point out,
design thinking is a “problem-solving approach that has been tried and tested with socially
ambiguous problem settings, [dealing] with every day-life problems, which are nonetheless
difficult to solve” (Panke, 2019, p. 1). From the perspective of the change implementation plan,
design thinking provides teachers with a process to solve classroom challenges to arrive at
unique solutions to difficult problems (Lindberg et al., 2010, as cited in Rauth et al., p. 2).
IDEO U (2022) outlines 6 steps to the design thinking process (see Appendix O). The
first step of the process is having change agents define the problem and frame questions based on
existing gaps. The second step involves researching ideas to address the problem and questions
resulting from step one. Based on potential ideas, step three asks change agents to hypothesize
potential solutions. In moving from hypothesis to potential solution, step four involves creating a
process, strategy, or innovation, whereas step five asks change agents to test such solutions in the
organizational environment. The final step of the design thinking process encourages participants
to share the lessons they have learned. The true power of the design thinking process lies in the
ability to test a hypothesis and examine the results. In this way, change agents can apply design
thinking as an iterative process to not only test multiple solutions to a problem, but to also
reconsider how initial assumptions my underlie the original problem based on the results.
Appendix P provides a design thinking placemat to assist through this process.
From a practical standpoint, design thinking is an excellent tool to employ for teachers. It
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adds additional scaffolding to the PDSA cycle process that is timelier at the classroom level. For
example, if a particular student in a self-contained classroom is displaying new behaviours that
are hindering integration or inclusion, the self-contained classroom team can use the principles of
design thinking to explore skill deficits or problem solve with the regular classroom teacher. This
saves having to wait for monthly meetings to tackle challenges, and also provides the
opportunity to enlist behaviour support staff on an ongoing basis. The design thinking process
also lends itself well to the principles of applied behavioural analysis as an instructional
approach to support students with autism as mandated by the OMOE (2007).
It is also important to note that design thinking aligns with CDT in providing a voice to
change agents in the classroom through the related concept of critical design (Dunne and Raby,
2001). As Cadle and Kuhn (2013) discuss, “critical design focuses on the ability of criticism to
manifest as design through the formulation of alternatives that question what is known about
society, and in so doing, reveals alternative possibilities” (p. 24). It can be argued that PDSA
cycles represent what Dunne and Raby (2001) label as affirmative design. Such designs have the
potential to reinforce the status quo, whereas critical design encourages practitioners to push the
boundaries. As Gonsher (n.d.) outlines, affirmative design is concerned with “how the world is”,
while critical design is more concerned with “how the world could be”. Through understanding
the importance of integration and inclusion through a CDT framework, teachers will apply
design thinking through a critical lens to solve everyday challenges in the classroom. In doing so,
teachers will bring an added layer of social justice advocacy to their practice and to the monthly
meetings as part of the school-level PDSA process.
Monitoring, Evaluation, and Data Collection
Numerous authors underline the importance of monitoring and evaluation for successful
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change management (Mertens & Wilson, 2019; Scriven, 2003; Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014). For
this change implementation plan, the concept of a theory of change, PDSA cycles, and design
thinking provide an adaptable approach to monitoring and evaluation. In adhering to this
methodology, it will be critical to use baseline data from the initial phases of the change
implementation plan, as well as information derived during monthly meetings, to monitor and
evaluate students in the pilot school, as well as the progress of the change implementation plan
as a whole. The collection of data is essential to demonstrate the success of the pilot school
initiative for decision-makers. With the eventual goal of institutionalizing the change
implementation plan through a policy-driven approach, measureable data will be required to
showcase the positive impact that increased integration and inclusion has on students with
special needs in DSBX (Ontario Human Rights Commission, n.d.).
Capturing teacher perception will be a critical piece of evaluating the overall change
implementation plan in the pilot school. Gauging this through a pre and posttest analysis will be
an important part of trying to honour, address, and preempt the concerns teachers have regarding
integration and inclusion (see Appendix Q). It will also be important in measuring the impact
that the change implementation plan on shifting organizational mindset from a medical model to
a social model of disability. The pre and post assessments would be given to all teachers in both
regular and self-contained classrooms before the change implementation plan is initiated, as well
as when the board-level PDSA within the pilot school comes to an end. From a pre-test
perspective, this would give change leaders a baseline as to where teachers feel they are
regarding students with special education needs and their ability to support integration and
inclusion. From a posttest perspective, change leaders would observe how the change
implementation plan has impacted regular and self-contained classroom teachers; this includes
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the perceptions of teachers who did not have students integrated or included in the classroom.
This would speak to the degree which the change implementation plan has impacted school
culture overall.
Another benefit of the change implementation plan related to monitoring and evaluation
is the explicit act of collecting data related to integration and inclusion. As discussed earlier, part
of the reason for the present paradigm regarding self-contained classrooms is that no information
is explicitly collected or analyzed concerning the amount of integration and inclusion of students
with special needs. Additionally, no specific data is available detailing the outcomes of these
students related to secondary school credit accumulation, graduation rates, or employability. It
can be argued that this dynamic contributes to the growth of self-contained classrooms in DSBX
as it is difficult for all stakeholders to understand the long-term negative impact of self-contained
classrooms without available data. It can be said that without such data, it is difficult to
acknowledge that a problem exists, let alone develop a plan to address such an issue.
Information collected during monthly meetings will also be an essential component of
evaluating the success that realigning the work, the people, the informal organization, and the
formal organization within Nadler and Tushman’s model has had on integration and inclusion
within the pilot school (see Appendix H). The data will be critical for both the school and special
education teams in measuring success of the initiative and amending the change implementation
plan within the theory of change framework to meet the unique requirements of each student.
Connecting Monitoring and Evaluation to Theory and Leadership
In reflecting on CDT and transformative leadership from a monitoring and evaluation
perspective, the objective of this change implementation plan is to instill a greater sense of social
justice in DSBX for students with special needs (Shields, 2011). By providing a vehicle to
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integrate and include students from self-contained classrooms, this change implementation plan
will allow DSBX to begin shifting from a medical model of disability, focused on segregating
students to ameliorate their special needs, to a social model of disability, focused on questioning
barriers to inclusive education in regular classrooms (Yuill et al., 2010). Transformative
leadership encourages educators to courageously question underlying beliefs and practices that
underpin oppression and marginalization so that all students can succeed (Shields, 2004).
Through utilizing CDT from the very beginning of the change implementation plan, stakeholders
will be primed to understand why the status quo marginalizes students with special needs in
DSBX. This will enable transformative leaders to shift educators to a new mode of thinking that
increases integration and inclusion as a normative practice within DSBX. As an iterative process
based in a theory of change, PDSA cycles, and design thinking, the change implementation plan
provides ample opportunity for change agents to collaborate on monitoring and evaluation
methods that support transformative change toward the desired vision for DSBX. Critical to this
will be creating a culture of continuous improvement at both the school- level and the boardlevel (Fullan, 2007; Hargreaves & Ainscow, 2015). In creating such a culture through intellectual
stimulation, ongoing support, and the legal mandate of IEPs, the change implementation plan
will provide the opportunity to utilize monitoring and evaluation to create a more equitable path
forward for DSBX.
Communicating the Need for Change and Change Process
Communicating the need for change and the change process is a necessary component of
a successful change implementation initiative (Burke, 2018; Deszca et al., 2020; Lewis, 2019).
As Anderson and Anderson (2010) state, “communication is the life force of the organization,
especially in times of change” (p. 119). In their examination of two companies experiencing
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significant reform, Goodman and Truss (2004) found that only 27% of employees studied felt
“that management were in touch with employee concerns, despite [a] careful communications
strategy” (p. 224). Anderson and Anderson (2010) argue that “leaders must attend to these
dynamics by consciously designing a competent change communication plan and by developing
understanding and skills in how to best communicate with people during change” (p. 120). While
change leaders may have a clear vision for change, such a vision may not be clear for members
of the wider organization. As such, change leaders may fail to “minimize the effects, to mobilize
support for the change, and to sustain enthusiasm and commitment” (Deszca et al., 2020, 349).
This is especially poignant as Shields (2019) writes that “deep and equitable change requires
total commitment” (p. 18) on behalf of educational leaders and all organizational stakeholders.
The Purpose of the Communication Plan for Change
In outlining the purpose of a communication plan for change, Deszca et al. (2020)
highlights four primary goals that a communication plan must address. These include:


Infusing the need for change throughout the affected portions of the organization.



Enabling individuals to understand the impact that the change will have on them.



Communicating any structural and job changes that will influence how things are done.



Keeping people informed about the progress along the way (p. 349).

Aligned with situational leadership, Deszca et al. reminds us that “as the change unfolds, the
focus of the communication plans shifts” (p. 349). Change leaders must be mindful to
communicate purposely while responding to developing communication needs resulting from
changing organizational environments.
Communication Plan for Change
Considering the purpose of a communication plan for change, Deszca et al. (2020) detail
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a four phase model for communication that will be adopted for the change implementation plan
(see Appendix R). The first component of the model involves a pre-change approval phase. The
purpose of this phase is to communicate and seek approval for the desired change from senior
management who ultimately hold decision-making power within the organization. Such
influence is derived from the ability to make significant decisions within the organization which
are often tied to the financial and human resources required for successful change
implementation. This approval also lends legitimacy to change implementation and marks it as a
priority for the organization amongst stakeholders (Nieminen, 2018). The second component of
the model involves communicating to develop the need for change in the broader organization.
While approval from senior management is essential, it is also critical to elicit support from
stakeholders within the organization (Galbraith, 2018). A clear vision for change must be
communicated in a consistent fashion that creates a sense of buy in, as well as a clear definition
of the roles and expectations of stakeholders. The third component of the model involves a
midstream change and milestone communication phase. The purpose of this phase is to check in
with stakeholders to review progress, address gaps or concerns, to analyze data, and celebrate
wins. This is important in maintaining momentum for a change implementation initiative and to
stave off resistance to change due to uncertainty. The final component of the model involves
confirming and celebrating change. The purpose of this phase is for stakeholders to celebrate
organizational gains as a result of successful change implementation, as well as review how
gains can be maintained and to consider next steps for the organization. Such iterative actions are
critical in promoting true “learning organization” (Belle, 2016, p. 332).
Pre-Change Approval Phase
The pre-change approval phase of the communication plan for change is a precursor to
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the overall change implementation plan (see Appendix J). As detailed in chapter 1, the primary
decision-making body within DSBX is administrative council (DSBX, 2021b). This group of
senior administrators exert significant control of board-level resources, and their support is
essential in moving forward with any substantial organizational initiatives. Their approval is also
an important step in gaining the trust and support of the board of trustees who ultimately approve
most major school board decisions upon the recommendation of administrative council. With the
possible requirement for additional staffing and resources as part of the change implementation
plan, and the goal of a renewed vision for integration and inclusion in DSBX, it is of utmost
importance to gain the support of administrative council. Given that access to administrative
council is generally limited to members of senior administration, it will fall on the superintendent
of special education to champion the change implementation plan. Communicating to
administrative council how the change implementation plan connects with the multi-year
Strategic Plan (2018b), as well as aligning the organization with provincial equity and human
rights policy, will be essential in convincing decision-makers to support a transformative path
forward (Shields, 2019). The special education team will play a significant role in assisting the
superintendent prepare for such interaction with administrative council, and if required, could be
present to be part of a presentation regarding the change implementation plan. As CaustonTheoharis & Theoharis (2009) argue, “the superintendent and administrative team must articulate
a vision and commitment to the philosophy and practice of inclusive education” (p. 47).
Assisting them in selling this vision and commitment to principals and system leaders at
leadership meetings will also be an important role of the special education team as part of the
pre-change approval phase.
Developing the Need for Change Phase

95
Developing the need for change will be a significant piece of the communication plan for
change. As detailed in Appendix S, three top priorities in this phase involve a) utilizing a CDT
framework and district data to communicate a sense of urgency amongst teachers in the pilot
school directly involved with the change implementation plan, b) communicating the change
implementation plan to the entire pilot school staff to encourage staff-wide support and
awareness, and c) communicating with families and stakeholders to solidify support within the
whole school community.
Klein (1996) indicates that the most effective form of communication is face-to-face.
Anderson and Anderson (2010) further iterate the importance of dialogue and two-way
conversation in building understanding and focus for organizational change. Considering this,
the primary mode of communication in this phase will involve small group interaction to create
“as sense of fairness, trust, and confidence in the leadership, and interest and enthusiasm for the
initiative” (Deszca et al., 2020, p. 353). Within a situational leadership framework, this will
allow change leaders to meet stakeholders at their present level of support for integration and
inclusion in building a transformative vision (Hersey et al., 2013; Kruse, 2019). Key to this will
be using CDT and district data to provide the intellectual stimulation for staff to realize the
importance of the change implementation plan in supporting a renewed vision for integration and
inclusion in DSBX based in a social model of disability. In detailing the argument for the change
implementation plan to pilot school staff, it will be vital to not only outline why the move toward
a social model of disability is important for students with special needs, but to also hear what
concerns such a shift in practice brings for educators. As discussed, many teachers experience
anxiety toward integration and inclusion born of limited pre-service education (Fuchs, 20092010; Goddard & Evans, 2018; Stites et al., 2018). Such unaddressed anxiety is a cornerstone of
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resistance that this change implementation plan hopes to preempt through significant preparation
before the initiative and through responsive monitoring and evaluation (see Appendix K).
Communicating the plan for change to the entire pilot school staff at a staff meeting
through a presentation and Q & A format will also be an important component of the
communication plan. While communicating with those staff directly involved in the pilot school
initiative is essential, Ekins & Grimes (2009) point to “a wide range of research which indicates
that one of the most effective ways to develop inclusive practice is through a whole school
emphasis on inclusive culture, policy, and practice” (p. 5). Such an approach also primes regular
classroom teachers not directly involved in integration and inclusion for the future possibility.
This will further support a paradigm shift toward greater integration and inclusion as the change
implementation plan becomes further normalized within the pilot school.
Next to securing the approval of administrative council, communicating the need for
change with families and other stakeholders will be most vital. As many scholars confirm, the
relationship between families of children with special needs and schools can be fraught with
frustration, suspicion, and distrust (Bacon & Causton-Theoharis, 2013; Burke et al., 2019;
Rossetti et al., 2021). As the council of Ontario directors of education (n.d.) state, “combining
the elements of trust and open, honest communication ensures mutual advocacy on behalf of the
child and affords the sharing of common goals and outcomes.” This component of the phase
takes a two-pronged approach. The first part involves discussing the integration and inclusion
initiative in May with families as part of the annual identification, placement, and review
committee meetings for target students within the pilot school before the initiative begins. These
meetings will include members of both the school team and the special education team, as well
as the family and other stakeholders (case workers, therapists, etc.). This will provide the
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opportunity to discuss integration and inclusion with families and stakeholders having already
completed ample work with pilot school staff to select and plan for viable candidates. The
second part of this approach involves additional opportunities for communication with families
through opportunities like case conferences, IEP consultation, or town hall meetings could be
used as tools to address the concerns of families and other stakeholders.
Midstream Change and Milestone Communication Phase
The midstream change and milestone communication phase will occur concurrently as
part of the monthly review meetings within the change implementation plan. The purpose of
these meetings is to provide the school team and stakeholders the opportunity to meet to discuss
each of the students within pilot school initiative as part of the transition plan within the IEP. It
will be an opportunity for the school team to review progress, share data, discuss successes and
next steps, and to communicate with the special education team where additional support or
professional learning is required. While it is hoped that the special education team can act mostly
in a consultative role during these meetings, it will be important for the team to support
principals using the situational leadership styles to progressively build administrative capacity as
the principal ultimately chairs these meetings (Hersey et al., 2013; Kruse, 2019). As the school
leader, the principal also will need to will need to maintain enthusiasm for the pilot school
initiative, in addition to assisting educators in navigating the complexity of changing roles and
practices within the school (Deszca et al., 2020; Fullan, 2014). Overall, effective communication
between the principal, the school team, and the special education team within the midstream
change and milestone communication phase will be essential in maintaining educator confidence
and support (Goodman & Truss, 2004; Nelissen & van Selm, 2008). This includes ongoing and
informal opportunities outside of monthly meetings to communicate ongoing concerns, clarify
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expectations, and seek support as required.
Confirming and Celebrating the Change Phase
A significant goal of this change implementation plan is to demonstrate a model of
increased integration and inclusion for DSBX that aligns the organization with provincial equity
and human rights policy while improving outcomes for students with special needs. As discussed
in the initial PoP, many internal and external factors have created a paradigm in DSBX where
most students with specific exceptionalities are placed full-time in self-contained classrooms
focused on life-skills, significantly limiting their access to academic and social programming.
Through the adoption of a medical model of disability focused on segregating student with
special needs to address their deficits, self-contained classrooms continue to proliferate within
the organization. This paradigm stands in opposition to a social model of disability where
barriers for students with special needs in regular classrooms become the focus of inquiry
through integration and inclusion.
Within the confirming and celebrating change phase, the major purpose will be
presenting the successes of the pilot school initiative to the board of trustees. As outlined earlier
in the chapter, a significant goal of the change implementation plan is to apply the CPM to
realign the transformation process within Nadler and Tushman’s model to impart increased
integration and inclusion as an organizational output. Through such output, the aim is to use the
concept of a feedback loop as part of Nadler and Tushman’s model to influence decision-makers
to support the change implementation as a model for the organization. By demonstrating to
decision-makers that the change implementation plan represents a viable method to increase
integration and inclusion within DSBX, they will be more likely to allocate resources to
furthering the initiative in other schools. It would also be the hope that such a demonstration
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would lead to a policy shift within DSBX toward a social model of disability.
In presenting the pilot school initiative to the trustees, it will be important for the
superintendent of special education to leverage the support of SEAC to secure administrative
council’s approval to have a special education update added to the board meeting agenda. This
will provide and audience for the special education team to collaborate on a presentation telling
the story of the pilot school initiative. An important part will be appealing to the emotions of
trustees through using testimonials detailing the positive impact of integration and inclusion
(Lewis, 2019). Also important will be using quantitative and qualitative data derived from the
board-level PDSA cycle, monthly review meetings, student achievement data, and statistics
related to training and professional learning to demonstrate to trustees that the change
implementation plan was a worthwhile investment for DSBX. Through such communication, the
board of trustees will be primed to support further integration and inclusion initiatives
throughout the district as the change implementation plan expands to other schools.
Celebrating the success of the pilot school initiative with the wider school board
community will also be important in building support for the change implementation plan in
other schools. Working with the board-level communications officer to create social media
content promoting successful integration and inclusion is one such strategy. Including the pilot
school as part of the monthly vignettes detailing how students in DSBX are living out the multiyear Strategic Plan (2018b) is another way in which the change implementation plan can be
celebrated amongst stakeholders. Highlighting the pilot school within the director’s annual report
is also an impactful way to celebrate and promote the success of the pilot school initiative.
Knowledge Mobilization Plan
According to the social sciences and humanities research council (2019), knowledge
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mobilization “is an umbrella term encompassing a wide range of activities relating to the
production and use of research results, including knowledge synthesis, dissemination, transfer,
exchange, and co-creation or co-production by researchers and knowledge users.” From the
perspective of this change implementation plan, the purpose of a knowledge mobilization plan
will be to encapsulate the experiences and lessons of the pilot school initiative and to transfer
them to other schools with self-contained classrooms within DSBX. As previously mentioned,
the purpose behind adopting a theory of change approach to the change implementation plan is to
develop a model of change that could be flexible to a variety of situations and contexts. While
the change implementation plan provides a scaffolding for schools to follow, there are ample
opportunities for monitoring and evaluation strategically placed throughout the plan to pivot
based on local need within a theory of change.
The conduit or transmitter-receiver model provides the bases for the knowledge
mobilization plan (Bolisani & Scarso, 2000; Hislop, 2002; Shannon & Weaver, 1949). The
model is built on the notion that explicit knowledge is transferred in one direction from the
sender to the receiver. The model assumes that the receiver understands the knowledge received
and is independently able to apply it in context. It focuses on standardization, replicability,
reliability, communication speed, efficiency, and automatic process. That said, this mode
neglects tacit communication which is more focused on flexibility, variability, and management
of ambiguously (Bolisani & Scarso, 2000).
Appendix T outlines the knowledge mobilization for this change implementation plan.
Much like the conduit model, the focus is on transferring knowledge unidirectionally. However,
the objective is to capture the tacit knowledge learned within the pilot school, as well as the
explicit knowledge developed by the special education team through district data and a CDT
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framework. It is in using such explicit and tacit knowledge from the pilot school that the next
target school can hone their own integration and inclusion initiative using the scaffolding of the
change implementation plan. Much like the pilot school approach, the special education team
will guide the next target school on their journey. However, the next target school will also
benefit from lessons learned in the pilot school, as well as opportunities to collaborate with
members of the pilot school team through an educator release model to facilitate observation and
professional learning. It is possible that self-contained classrooms and regular classrooms within
the pilot school could be used as model classrooms for staff in the next target school to further
facilitate knowledge transfer on a more practical level.
Future Considerations of the Organizational Improvement Plan
This change implementation plan represents the best proposed solutions to address this
PoP. As explored in chapter 2, the two other proposed solutions were either not aggressive
enough to support the desired change within the organization or were too risky should the change
implementation plan fail to exact the desired change. That said, there are a few possible positive
and negative considerations that members of the special education team may need to address
resulting from the impact of the change implementation plan.
Potential Positive Considerations
As students within schools experience greater integration and inclusion from selfcontained classrooms, it is also hoped that these classrooms will be required less to address the
special education needs. Through experience and professional learning, teachers will increase
their capacity to teach students with specific exceptionalities that would traditionally be placed
full-time in self-contained classrooms. With this, it is possible that the need for EA support may
be lessened as teachers have increased capacity to teach students with special needs. While there
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may be financial pressure to cut EAs to save money, there is also the opportunity to redeploy
these EAs to regular classrooms throughout the district to support other students with special
needs, such as those students with learning disabilities, in regular classrooms.
As students from self-contained classrooms are integrated or included into regular
classrooms, this may also open temporary space in self-contained classrooms. Such spaces could
be used to support students in regular classrooms who may benefit from more targeted
intervention through a withdrawal model in a small group environment. Teachers in selfcontained classrooms would benefit from increasing their capacity to deliver regular classroom
programming within a self-contained classroom environment, furthering their ability to prepare
students in their classrooms for potential integration and inclusion. It is also possible that
secondary school teachers could offer credit bearing courses within self-contained classrooms for
student reverse integrated from regular classrooms to support overall student achievement.
Potential Challenges and Considerations
It is a possibility that families may reject the opportunity to have their children integrated
or included in regular classrooms. As mentioned earlier, there can be an oppositional relationship
between families of children with disabilities arising from distrust or the belief that integration
and inclusion is merely a way to save face while cutting services. Although the school board
does have the legal authority under the Education Act (1990) within the IPRC process to
determine the best placement for students, families can also appeal placement decisions to the
Ontario special education tribunals (Tribunals Ontario, 2015). This process can potentially be
very costly for the school board and have serious public relations implications that could hinder
support for the change implementation plan.
It is also important to underline the fact that there are cases where a regular classroom
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may not be appropriate for some students. As the Canadian council on learning (2009) states,
“boards and schools may do well to ensure a range of services are available to support students
with differing needs” (p. 9). For example, a student that is bedridden may have difficulty
participating in a regular classroom as opposed to a specialized classroom setting, or a violent
student who may require an institutionalized setting to safely access schooling.
There are also potential staffing challenges and workload implications to be considered.
In DSBX, staffing in rural areas is often difficult to maintain, meaning that capacity developed
within a staff may be lost as employees are transferred or leave the school. This makes
facilitating integration and inclusion difficult as there is not necessarily a stable staff
environment, which is an important component of supporting students with special needs. It is
also difficult in rural areas to maintain consistent behaviour support staffing, as such staff often
must travel from distant, centralized locations. Along this vein, educators may perceive increased
integration and inclusion as a potential workload issue that may increase union resistance,
especially where employees may already be strained due to staffing challenges.
Financial implications will also need to be considered. If enough students are integrated
full-time into regular classrooms from self-contained classrooms, it is possible that funding, such
as the special incidence portion (SIP), may decrease (OMOE, 2020). Such funding is used to
provide support for students with significant special needs and is based on a student to adult ratio
within a classroom. However, as the student to adult ratio increases, special incidence portion
funding decreases, meaning that less budgetary resources are available to support classroom
staffing, transportation needs, etc. Ironically, this dynamic creates a disincentive to integration
and inclusion which contributes to the present paradigm in DSBX.
Conclusion
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The purpose of chapter 3 was to create a change implementation plan, a change process
monitoring and evaluation framework, a plan to communicate the need for change and change
process, and to examine next steps and future considerations for the OIP. These elements were
designed with the goals of a) developing a process for integration and inclusion to improve
academic and social outcomes for students with special needs, b) to instill a mindset in the
organization based in a social model of disability amongst all stakeholders, and c) to
institutionalize the change to realign organizational strategy and the lived experience of students
in DSBX with provincial human rights and equity policies (Ontario Human Rights Tribunal,
2018; OMOE, 2009b; OMOE, 2013a). Mahatma Gandhi once stated that “the true measure of
any society can be found in how it treats its most vulnerable members” (AZ Quotes, n.d.). It is
hoped that through bringing this OIP to life, that DSBX can demonstrate that as an organization,
we truly live up to our vision of supporting all students in maximizing their full potential.
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Appendix A
Governance Structure Visual Representation Relevant to my Problem of Practice

Superimposed Legislation, Regulations, Etc.
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (1982)
Human Rights Code (Ontario) (1990)
United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989)

Policy/Program Memorandum
 59: Testing and assessment of pupils
(1982)
 119: Developing and implementing
equity and inclusive education
processes in Ontario (2013a)
 140: Incorporating methods of applied
behaviour analysis (ABA) into
programs for students with Autism
Spectrum Disorder (ASD) (2007)
 156: Supporting transitions for students
with special education needs (2013c)
Ontario Schools, Kindergarten to Grade
12: Policy and Program Requirements
(2016)
 Graduation requirements

Board of Trustees

Administrative Council
-Director of Education
-Senior Admin. Team

System Level

Education Act (1990)
 Regulation 181/98: Identification and
Placement of Exceptional Pupils
o Identification, Placement and
Review Committee Process
o Individual Education Plans
 Regulation 298: Operations of Schools
– General
o Spec. ed. class sizes
o Spec. ed. teacher qualifications
 Regulation 306: Special Education
Programs and Services
o School board requirement for spec.
ed. services and creation of spec. ed.
board plan
 Regulation 464/97: Special Education
Advisory Committees (SEAC)
o Creation and process of SEAC

Special Education
Advisory Committee*
-Superintendent of Spec. Ed.
-Select Trustees
-Community Stakeholders

Superintendent of Special Education

Special Education Team
-Superintendent of Spec. Ed.
-Spec. Ed. Administrator
-District Special Education
Resource Teachers
-Behaviour/Autism Consultants

School Administration
-Principal
-Vice-Principal

School Level





School Team
-School Administration
-Spec. Ed. Resource Teacher
-Classroom Teacher

Regular Classroom
-Classroom Teacher
-Students

Identification
Placement and Review
Committee
-School Administration
-Spec. Ed. Resource
Teacher
-Classroom Teacher
-Parent/guardian
-Student (if appropriate)
-Community
Stakeholders
Self-Contained Classroom
-Spec. Ed. Resource Teacher
-Educational Assistant(s)
-Students

*An advisory body only

Note. Key actors or groups are highlighted in font colour red. My position is highlighted in font colour green. The Special
Education Team is outlined in red as this is the driving body behind my Problem of Practice.
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Appendix B
Four Paradigms for the Analysis of Social Theory

Adapted from Sociological paradigms and organizational analysis: Elements of the sociology of corporate life, by
M. Burrell & G. Morgan, 1979, p. 22, Ashgate. Copyright 1979.
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Appendix C
Situational leadership model (SLII® model)

Note. Adapted from Situational leadership® theory in plain language: The landmark model from Paul Hersey and
Ken Blanchard, by K. Kruse, 2019, https://leadx.org/articles/situational-leadership-theory-model-blanchard-hersey/

144
Appendix D
Modified Cascade Model of Special Education Programs and Services

Note. Adapted from 2019 Special Education Board Plan, 2019-2020, DSBX [Website Anonymized].
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Appendix E
Medical vs. Social Model of Disability

Note. Adapted from Altogether better: From ‘special needs’ to equality in education, by M. Mason & R. Rieser,
1994, http://www.worldofinclusion.com/res/altogether/AltogetherBetter.pdf
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Appendix F
PESTEL Analysis
Political
DSBX policies
Provincial equity
and inclusivity
policy

Economic
Budgetary
constraints

Social
Deficit mindsets
Resistance to change

Limited funding for
professional
learning

Human rights
principles and
policies

Limited funding for
staffing

Competing interests
for limited resources

Staffing challenges
in rural areas
Geography

Stakeholder apathy
toward change
General dedication
to student wellbeing amongst
stakeholders

Technological

Environmental

Legal

Limited methods to
monitor long-term
impact of student
placement

Limited opportunity
for academic and
social enrichment in
self-contained
classrooms

Education Act

Limited
accountability
mechanisms for
integration and
inclusion

Limited ability to
offer specialized
services in regular
classrooms

Case law
Canadian Charter of
Rights and
Freedoms
Human Rights Code
United Nations
Convention on the
Rights of the Child
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Appendix G
Readiness-for-Change Questionnaire
Readiness Dimension

Readiness Score

Previous change experience
1.

Has the organization had generally positive experiences with change?

1

2.

Has the organization had recent failure experiences with change?

0

3.

What is the mood of the organization: upbeat and positive?

0

4.

What is the mood of the organization: negative or cynical?

-1

5.

Does the organization appear to be resting on its laurels?

0

Total

0

Executive support
6.

Are senior managers directly involved in sponsoring the change?

2

7.

Is there a clear picture of the future?

1

8.

Is executive success dependent on the change occurring?

1

9.

Are some senior managers likely to demonstrate a lack of support?

-2

Total

2

Credible leadership and change champions
10. Are senior leaders in the organization trusted?

2

11. Are senior leaders able to credibly show others how to achieve their collective
goals?
12. Is the organization able to attract and retain capable and respected change
champions?
13. Are middle managers able to effectively link senior managers with the rest of the
organization?
14. Are senior leaders likely to view the proposed change as generally appropriate for
the organization?
15. Will the proposed change be viewed as needed by the senior leaders?

1

Total

1
1
2
1
8

Openness to change
16. Does the organization have scanning mechanisms to monitor the internal and
external environment?
17. Is there a culture of scanning and paying attention to those scans?

1
0
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18. Does the organization have the ability to focus on root causes and recognize
interdependence both inside and outside the organization’s boundaries?
19. Does “turf” protection exist in the organization that could affect the change?

0

20. Are middle and/or senior managers hidebound or locked into the use of past
strategies, approaches, and solutions?
21. Are employees able to constructively voice their concerns or support?

-3

22. Is conflict dealt with openly, with a focus on resolution?

1

23. Is conflict suppressed and smoothed over?

-1

24. Does the organization have a culture that is innovative and encourages innovative
activities?
25. Does the organization have communications channels that work effectively in all
directions?
26. Will the proposed change be viewed as generally appropriate for the organization by
those not in senior leadership roles?
27. Will the proposed change be viewed as needed by those not in senior leadership
roles?
28. Do those who will be affected believe they have the energy needed to undertake the
change?
29. Does those who will be affected believe there will be access to sufficient resources
to support the change?
Total

-2

1

1
0
1
1
1
0
1

Rewards for change
30. Does the reward system value innovation and change?

0

31. Does the reward system focus exclusively on short-term results?

-1

32. Are people censured for attempting change and failing?

-1

Total

-2

Measures for change and accountability
33. Are there good measures available for assessing the need for change and tracking
progress?
34. Does the organization attend to the data that it collects?

0

35. Does the organization measure and evaluate customer satisfaction?

0

1

36. Is the organization able to carefully steward resources and successfully meet
predetermined deadlines?
Total

1

GRAND TOTAL

11

2
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Appendix H
PDSA Cycle Form Example (School)
Student Name:
Date:
Present:






Present level of integration (% of 300 min. instruction day):
Goal for the next ________ (day, week, month as % of 300 min. instructional day):
Final Goal (% of 300 min. instruction day):
IPRC required (Y/N):

Plan to increase integration (provide timelines, subjects, responsible personnel etc.):

Resources required (including personnel):

Barriers:

Date collection:

Assessment and evaluation considerations/IEP revisions as a result of integration:

Note. Adapted from “Continuous improvement in the public school context: Understanding how educators respond
to plan-do-study-act cycles,” by A. Tichnor-Wagner, J. Wachen, M. Cannata, & L. Cohen-Vogal, 2017, Journal of
Educational Change, 18(4), 492.
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Appendix I
Combined Change Implementation, Monitoring & Evaluation, and Communication Plan

Identify candidates for
integration and
inclusion.
Determine additional
school staffing
requirements for
budget submission to
the school board (if
required).
Share the plan for
September with the
whole school staff
(staff meeting).

Elicit feedback and
address concerns from
families, community
agencies, and
stakeholders.*
Establish an
accountability
mechanism and
baseline.
Review student
progress and goals.

Timeline

Sept.-Dec. prior
to the initiative

January prior to
the initiative

February prior to
the initiative

Plan

Review school data,
scheduling, and
determine/
address capacity gaps
in the school.

Communication Plan

Pre-Change Phase
-Communicating to gain
support of administrative
council for the change
implementation plan in the
pilot school.
Start of Change Implementation Plan
Teacher Pre-Test
Developing the Need for
Change Phase
BoardSchool Class-Utilizing a CDT
level
-level
level
framework and district data
PDSA
PDSA
Design
to communicate a sense of
(macro) (meso) Thinking
urgency amongst teacher in
(micro)
the pilot school directly
involved with the change
implementation plan.

March prior to
the initiative

-Communicating the
change implementation
plan to the entire pilot
school staff to encourage
staff-wide support and
awareness (staff meeting)
-Communicating with
families and stakeholders
to solidify support within
the whole pilot school
community.
Midstream Change Phase
and Milestone
Communication Phase

Do

Utilize theoretical
framework and district
data to establish the
context.

Monitoring & Evaluation
Plan
Goal/Priority

St
ud
y

Phase 4

Phase 3

Phase 2

Phase 1

Change Implementation
Plan

Plan

Design
Thinking

-Communicating student
progress and goals with

April prior to the
initiative

May prior to the
initiative

June-September
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Review pilot school
initiative before
continued rollout in
other target schools.

Teach Post-Test

families and other
stakeholders during
monthly review meetings

End of months
SeptemberJanuary

End of January

Act

Phase 5

Do
Study
Act

End of Change Implementation Plan
Confirming and
Jan. following
Celebrating the Change
the initial pilot
Phase
school initiative.
-Communicating success
of the pilot school initiative
during a special education
update with the trustees
during a board meeting.
*Further consultation may be required with families and community agencies, facilitated through opportunities like
town hall meetings and case conferences, to clarify the purpose and procedure behind the pilot school initiative.
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Appendix J
Change Implementation Plan

Phase 4

Phase 3

Phase 2

Phase 1

Goal/Priority

Utilize theoretical
framework and
district data to
establish the
context

Review school
data, scheduling,
and determine/
address capacity
gaps in the school
Identify
candidates for
integration and
inclusion
Determine
additional school
staffing
requirements for
budget
submission to the
school board (if
required)
Share the plan for
September with
the whole school
staff (staff
meeting)
Elicit feedback
and address
concerns from
families,
community
agencies, and
stakeholders*
Establish an
accountability
mechanism and
baseline

Review student
progress and goals

Action

Timeline/Responsibility

Meeting
between the
school board
Special
Education
Team and the
School Team
Meeting
between the
school board
Special
Education
Team and the
School Team

January prior to the
initiative

Meeting
between the
school board
Special
Education
Team and the
Principal

March prior to the
initiative

Meeting
between school
board Special
Education
Team and the
School Staff
Yearly review
Identification,
Placement and
Review
Committee
Meetings

April prior to the
initiative

Develop
Transition Plans
outlining
integration and
inclusion as part
of the
Individual
Education Plan
Update
Transition Plans

June-September

Special Education Team,
School Team, Principal

Change Path
Model (Deszca et
al., 2020)

Congruence
Model (Nadler &
Tushman, 1980)

Awakening

Informal
Organization/
People

February prior to the
initiative
Special Education Team/
Behaviour Support Staff,
School Team, Principal

Work

Mobilization

Special Education Team,
Principal

Formal
Organization/Work
/People

Special Education Team,
School Staff, Principal
May prior to the
initiative
Special Education Team,
Principal, Families,
Community Agencies

School Team, Principal,
Special Education Team
(consultation role)
Acceleration

End of months
September- January

Formal
Organization/Work
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Meeting
between school
Formal
board Special
Special Education Team, Institutionalization
Organization/
Education
School Team, Principal
People
Team and the
Principal
*Further consultation may be required with families and community agencies, facilitated through opportunities like
town hall meetings and case conferences, to clarify the purpose and procedure behind the pilot school initiative.

Phase 5

Review pilot
school initiative
before continued
rollout in other
target schools

School Team, Principal,
Special Education Team
(consultation
role)/Behaviour Support
Staff
End of January
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Appendix K
Change Process: Monitoring and Evaluation
Board-level PDSA (macro)

School-level
PDSA (meso)

Class-level
Design Thinking
(micro)

Teacher Pre-Test

Timeline

January Prior to
the initiative.

Plan
Utilize theoretical framework and district data to
establish the context.
Review school data, scheduling, and determine/
address capacity gaps in the school.

February prior
to the initiative.

Identify candidates for integration and inclusion.
Determine additional school staffing requirements
for budget submission to the school board (if
required).

March prior to
the initiative.

Do
Share the plan for September with the whole school
staff (staff meeting).

April prior to
the initiative.

Elicit feedback and address concerns from families,
community agencies, and stakeholders

May prior to the
initiative.

Establish an accountability mechanism and
baseline.
Study
Review student progress and goals through monthly
meetings focused on triangulation of data to
examine student progress.

Teacher Post-Test
Act
Review pilot school initiative before continued
rollout in other target schools.

Design Thinking
Plan
Do
Study
Act

June-September
End of months
SeptemberJanuary

End of January
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Appendix L
PDSA Cycle

Note. PDSA cycle: Deming—1993. Adapted from Circling Back: Clearing up Myths about the Deming
Cycle and Seeing How It Keeps Evolving (p. 27), by R. Moen & C. Norman, 2010, http://www.apiweb.
org/circling-back.pdf
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Appendix M
Board-Level PDSA Cycle
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Appendix N
Design Thinking: Innovation

Note. Design thinking – human centred design. Adapted from Lush Designs, 2015, https://lushdes
ignsblog.wordpress.com/2015/06/21/design-thinking-human-centred-design/
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Appendix O
Design Thinking Process
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Frame a Question
Gather Inspiration
Generate Ideas
Make Ideas Tangible
Test to Learn
Share the Story

Note. Design thinking process. Adapted from IDEO U, 2022, https://www.ideou.com/pages/
design-thinking.
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Appendix P
Design Thinking Placemat
What is the problem? What question can we test?

What inspiration can we gather? What does our experience tell us?

What are some ideas that could lead to a potential solution to the problem or question?

How can we make our ideas or potential solution actionable?

What did our test tell us?

Question for further thinking:
 What would you do differently next time?
 What resources or capacity is required?
 How have our assumptions been challenged? How does this impact potential solutions?
 How can we share our learning?
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Appendix Q
Pre/Post Test: Teacher Perception Survey

On a scale of 1-10, how comfortable do you feel regarding your professional capacity to support
students with special needs (i.e., learning disabilities, anxiety) in your classroom?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

On a scale of 1-10, do you feel that you have the support within your classroom to work with
students with special needs (i.e., learning disabilities, anxiety)?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

On a scale of 1-10, how comfortable are you integrating or including students from selfcontained classrooms?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

On a scale of 1-10, do you feel you have the professional capacity to support students from selfcontained classrooms?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

On a scale of 1-10, do you feel you have the support within your classroom to integrate or
include students from self-contained classrooms?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Please use three words to describe how you feel regarding the potential integration and inclusion
of student into your classroom from self-contained classrooms.
______________________

______________________

______________________

Below, please briefly detail your general thoughts regarding integration and inclusion. What role
do you see for integration and inclusion in the school?
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Appendix R
Four Phase Communication Plan Model
Pre-Change Approval
Phase

Developing the Need
for Change Phase

Midstream Change and
Confirming and
Milestone
Celebrating the Change
Communication Phase
Phase
Seeking approval and
Communicating the
Continuing to build
Communicating the
support for the change need for change to
support, communicating success, institutionalizing
from senior
change agents and
/monitoring progress,
desired changes, and
management.
stakeholders;
and addressing concerns considering next steps.
building support.
within the organization.
Note. Adapted from Organizational change: An action-oriented toolkit (4th ed., p. 350), by G. Deszca et
al., 2020, Sage. Copyright 2020.
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Appendix S
Communication Plan for Change
Action
Pre-Change
Phase

Developing the
Need for
Change Phase

Midstream
Change Phase
and Milestone
Communication
Phase

Confirming and
Celebrating the
Change Phase

Responsibility

Timeline

Communicating to gain support of
Superintendent of
administrative council for the change
special education
implementation plan in the pilot school.
Beginning of Change Implementation Plan
Utilizing a CDT framework and district
Special education
data to communicate a sense of urgency
team (district special
amongst teacher in the pilot school
education resource
directly involved with the change
teachers & district
implementation plan (change
special education
implementation plan phase 1)
administrator)

Sept.-Dec. prior to
phase 1 of change
implementation plan.

Communicating the change
implementation plan to the entire pilot
school staff to encourage staff-wide
support and awareness (staff meeting)
(change implementation plan phase 3,
part 2)

Special education
team (district special
education resource
teachers & district
special education
administrator)

Apr. prior to the
integration and inclusion
initiative within the pilot
school (Sept.).

Communicating with families and
stakeholders to solidify support within the
whole pilot school community (change
implementation plan phase 3, part 3)

Special education
team (district special
education resource
teachers) & school
team (principal,
special education
resource teacher,
classroom teachers)
School team
(principal, special
education resource
teacher) & special
education team
(consultation basis)

May prior to the
integration and inclusion
initiative within in the
pilot school.

Communicating student progress and
goals with families and other stakeholders
during monthly review meetings (change
implementation plan phase 4, part 2)

Ongoing communication throughout the
integration and inclusion initiative
regarding support and professional
learning required.
End of Change Implementation Plan
Communicating success of the pilot
Special education
school initiative during a special
team (superintendent
education update with the trustees during
of special education,
a board meeting.
district special
education resource
teachers, district
special education
administrator)

Jan. prior to the
integration and inclusion
initiative within the pilot
school.

End of months Sept Jan. following the start
of the integration and
inclusion initiative.

Ongoing.

Jan. following the initial
pilot school initiative.
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Appendix T
Knowledge Mobilization Plan

Note. Adapted from “Mission impossible? Communicating and sharing knowledge via information
technology,” by D. Hislop, 2002, Journal of Information Technology, 17, p. 168. Copyright 2002.

